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FOREWORD 


l have great pleasure in welcoming the publication of Ph.D. thesis of 
Dr. R.K. Katti, under the heading ‘BRAHMAN, THE SUPREME BEING, 
IN BRAHMASUTRAS"’. The author says that it is an objective study of 
Brahmasutras or Vedantasutras and the word Vedanta means the es- 
sence of all scriptures like Mantras, Brahmanas, Aranyakas and Upani- 
shads - of course Upanishads form the final portions of Veda - and 
hence Vedanta should not be confined to mere Upanishads as advo- 
cated by traditional scholars like Shankaracharya and modern scholars 
like Prof. S. Radhakrishnan and others. He has presented an objective 
study of these Sutras referring to the three great Acharyas’ commentar- 
ies and subcommentaries of their great desciples like Jayatirtha, Vyasa- 
tirtha and Raghavendratirtha. But his main thrust is to find out the real 
import of the Sutras in the light of syntax, grammar and semantics of the 
very wording of the Sutras and their context, citing the quotations from 
Panini wherever necessary and following the Mimansa method of inter- 
pretation in case of some Sutras. Without any preconceived notion, and 
any bias, he has tried to judge interpretation of each commentator on the 
basis of certain unacceptable liberties taken by the latter, not warranted 
by the context of syntax and semantics of the wording of the Sutrakara 
himself. He cites the examples of liberties such as, 


(i) commentator’s disagreement with the Sutra itself, 


(ii) arbitrary treatment of some Sutras as Purvapaksha Sutras with- 
out any indicatory words therein, 


(iii) repeatedly coming to the same conclusion thereby rendering 
some Sutras redundant, 

(iv) adoption of secondary meaning (lakshana) of a word even when 
the primary meaning has not failed to give a coherent meaning, and 

(v) ignoring the defect of ‘split sentence’ (vakyabhedadosha). 


In support of his view, he has quoted extensively the statements of 
modem scholars like S. Radhakrishnan, S.N. Dasgupta, and V.S. Ghate 
and others, and also from various other commentaries. On the basis of 
this, he has concluded that the Madhvacharya’s interpretation of the 


vi Bramhan in Bramhasitras 


Sutras are more convincing and are in keeping with the import of the 
Sutras. One may or may not agree with all his conclusions, but one can- 
not deny him the credit for his critical acumen and insightful and inde- 
pendent judgement which are the hallmarks of real unbiassed research 
study. He has reviewed and criticized whenever necessary the state- 
ments of not only traditional scholars like Shankaracharya but also the 
extremist views and comments of modern eminent scholars like Mm. 
Dr. B.N.K. Sharma, V.S. Ghate and others. The author has presented a 
crystal clear analysis of almost every Sutra in the first two Adhyayas in 
the present book and made a comparative study of the commentaries of 
the three Acharyas, citing his own view with reasons. He has based 
them mainly on the commentaries viz. Raghavendratirtha’s “Tantra- 
dipika’ and Vyasatirtha’s “Tatparyachandrika’, which are the commen- 
tarics on Brahmasutras following Madhvacharya’s interpretation. 

Such research studies, based on this neglected dimension of philo- 
sophical thought as embedded in the entire Vedic literature, Itihasa and 
Puranas and Agamas, not contining only to the Upanishads, are to be 
welcomed as rightly pointed out by Prof. S.N. Dasgupta. They add to 
the contents of realistic philosophy in the Indian philosophical literature 
in contrast to the dominating view of entire universe as a mere phenom- 
enal show or world of shadows as advocated in abstract monism as per 
S. Radhakrishnan’s observations quoted by the author on page 566. 


The present book is thus an important addition to the vast philo- 
sophical literature in India. It is a very useful study particularly for re- 
search students and all others who are interested in the subject and I 
hope that it will be welcomed by all. 


I congratulate Dr. R.K. Katti for his contribution in this regard and 
look forward to many more works from his facile pen. 


301, Mantri Smrithi, R. N. Aralikatti 

Chittaranjan Road, (Vidyavaridhi, Darshanakalanidhi, 
Vile Parle (East). Mahamahopadhyaya, Retd. Prof. Rashtriya 
Mumbai - 400 057 Sanskrit Vidyapeetha,Tirupati, Recepient of 


Award from the President of India, Govt. of 
Maharashtra and Govt. of Karnataka.) 


THE AUTHOR NARRATES 

While in service, though I was interested in the study of Sanskrit and 
Indian philosophy, I was driven by circumstances to pursue a carcer in 
‘Engineering and Management’. Nevertheless I used to attend regularly 
the evening classes conducted by Swamy Satswarupanand Saraswati, an 
ascetic belonging to the Advaita School, who taught us scriptures like 
Bhagavadgita, the Upanishads and the Brahmasutras. I also used to go to 
Prof. P.N. Virkar twice a week and he taught me Sanskrit and gave the first 
lessons in Brahmasutras. When I was free from my family obligations, I 
decided to retire from business and to utilize my available time for the 
study of Sanskrit and Indian Philosophy. So I joined the University of Pune 
in 1996, at the age of 62, as a regular student in M.A. (Sanskrit) class 
along with boys and girls in the age-group of 20-22. My special subject 
chosen was grammar. | passed the M.A. (Sanskrit) Examination in First 
Class, in 1998. However, it took me two years to decide on the topic of 
study for the Ph.D. degree, and I registered as a candidate for the Ph.D. 
degree of the University of Pune, in the year 2000. 


The topic studied and presented by me in the dissertation for the 
Ph.D. degree is ‘The Concept of Brahman, The Supreme Being, in Brah- 
masutras’. It is well-known that in India, religion and culture are greatly 
influenced by the world’s oldest literature called Vedas, which came 
down orally through many generations. The Vedic thoughts have sur- 
vived the ideological and political onslaughts tor over three millennia. 
However at a stage in the history of Indian culture, the Vedic thoughts 
and their ancillary didactic material grew to an unwieldy volume and 
generated conflicts of views among the learned. The common people 
were confused. It was necessary to review that mass of compositions 
and to systematize the teachings of scriptures. This task was undertaken 
by Badarayana Vyasa. Not only did he collect, collate and arrange the 
Vedas and the Puranas in the present form, but also pronounced his 
conclusions on what exactly is the essential teaching of the Vedas, in the 
torm of aphorisms (Sutras) in his masterpiece known variously as Brah- 
masutra, Vedantasutra, Brahmamimamsa and Uttaramimamsa. 

This work is universally recognised as the manual of Vedanta. How- 
ever, even these Sutras have been interpreted differently by different com- 
mentators and divergent doctrines are advocated. It is reported that there 
are twentynine such commentaries, though only eleven are available, and 
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each one of the commentators claims that the Brahmasutras advocate his 
own doctrine. A Sutra is said to be a concise, unambiguous and meaning- 
ful statement and Brahmasutras are specially composed to set aside con- 
flicts and to reconcile the purport of Vedic thoughts. So the problem be- 
fore me was how these Sutras could yield views consistent with divergent 
and mutually conflicting doctrines as claimed by various commentators. 


In order to have a cross-sectional view of this panorama, | chose to 
study the commentaries of Shankaracharya, Ramanujacharya and Mad- 
hvacharya, who represent the three principal traditions in vogue. Con- 
sidering these three divergent commentaries, my endeavour was to 
make an objective study of these Sutras depending on the syantax, se- 
mantics and grammar of the words used therein and following the cus- 
tomary practice of deciphering the Sutras. The attempt was to know 
what the Sutrakara intended to tell through these Sutras. Since the first 
two Adhyayas of Brahmasutras covered the topic chosen for study, those 
two Adhyayas only were looked into in this dissertation. 


With this plan of study, I started reading the commentaries of the 
three Acharyas, the sub-commentaries and glosses on them, their trans- 
lations etc., in Sanskrit, English, Marathi and Kannada. Thc task was 
frightening. I felt as though I was trying to Lift an elephant or was trying 
to bite far more than I could chew. At one stage, I even thought of aban- 
doning the study. But, it is human nature that when a person feels cor- 
nered and helpless, he desperately seeks some divine help, howsoever 
rational he may be. I was no exception. So I went on a pilgrimage to 
Badrinath. About three kilometres from Badrinath, on the north-west, 
there is a village called Mana, on the bank of river Saraswati. It is the 
last Indian village on that segment of Indo-Tibctan border. On the hill 
behind that village, there is a cave, and tradition believes that Badaraya- 
na Vyasa composel his works here. So having a darshana of Lord 
Narayana, in Badrinath, I walked up to this cave and literally prostrated 
before the lifesize idol of Badarayana Vyasa in that cave. I prayed for 
his blessings so that I could understand the import of his Sutras. How- 
ever even after a random reading for three years, I could not put down 
a single word on paper. But one day while going through some book, by 
chance I saw some extracts quoted from Tantradipika, a rare marvellous 
commentary on Brahmasutras by Raghavendratirtha. l saw a ray of hope 
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in them and felt that I could succeed in my endeavour with the help of 
this work. Tradition believes that Raghavendratirtha’s soul still dwells in 
his Vrindavana and he fulfills the mundane desires of his devotees. That 
is why people belonging to different caste, creed and status throng his 
Vrindavana at Mantralayam round the year. | used to offer him my rev- 
erence and obeisance as the common people of my community did. But 
I did not even think of praying him for help in this matter. I had never 
tried to read any of his books. Surprisingly enough, he came to my help 
without asking. Oncc I got his book, I started writing my thesis. 


When I completed my analysis of Sutras in the first chapter (Pada) of 
the first Adhyaya in 2004, I was not yet sure as to whether I was on the 
right track. So I went to Mumbai and met Mm. Dr. B.N.K. Sharma, a re- 
nowned scholar in the subject of my study. Even at the age of 95, he went 
through each word of that portion. He spontancously shook my hands, 
patted me on the back and candidly expressed his happiness about my 
objective approach to the subject. That raised my spirits and I felt conti- 
dent of completing the thesis. He was active till [ analysed the first two 
Padas and he read and approved the second Pada also. When I took the 
third Pada to show him in 2005, he was in the hospital. When I went to 
see him in the 1.C.U. of the hospital, even in that condition he enquired 
about the progress of my work, and heartily blessed me to succeed. I can 
not forget his encouragement in the early stage of this study. 


I could not complete my thesis within six years, normally allowed, 
and | got it extended by two years because more than the degree a 
proper study and presentation was important for me. With this long 
struggle, when | submitted my thesis to the University in 2008, 1 was 
overjoyed and I exclaimed to myself - “Yes, I have done it!’ This dis- 
sertation was accepted and the Ph.D. degree was awarded to me by the 
University of Pune in 2009. 


This objective work is the result of a conscious and focussed eflort, 
meant for the modern intelligentsia who consider themselves as ratio- 
nals and not blind belicvers in any doctrine. I feel that this work on 
which I have striven for more than eight years, should reach the inter- 
ested readers in India and abroad. An abridged version of this thesis 
was published in Mm. Dr. B.N.K. Sharma's Birth Centenary Commemo- 
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ration Volume in 2009. It has been reccived well and many letters of 
appreciation have been received. 


I fall short of words to express my sense of gratitude to Late Mm. Dr. 
B.N.K. Sharma, whose appreciation, encouragement and writings were 
a source of inspiration for me in completing this work. I am thankful to 
Dr. Saroja Bhate, former Head of the Department of Sanskrit and Prakrit, 
University of Pune, who guided me through this arduous journey. I am 
extremely grateful to Swamy Satswarupanand Saraswati, Pune for initi- 
ating me into the study of Bhagavadgīta, the Upanishads and the Brah- 
masutras. I am also thankful to Late Prof. P.N. Virkar tor teaching the 
first lessons in Sanskrit language and in Brahmasutras. I am indebted to 
Shri. D. Prahladacharya, former Vice Chancellor of Rashtriya Sanskrit 
University at Tirupati, who went through the entire thesis and appreci- 
ated. I express my gratefulness to Dr. K.B. Archak, Head of P.G. Dept. 
of Sanskrit, Karnatak University, Dharwad, and to some traditional 
scholars in this subject, namely Dr. Devadatta Patil of Pune, Pt. Krish- 
nacharya Pacchapur of Satyadhyana Vidyapeetha at Mulund, Mumbai 
and Pt. Ramacharya Avadhani of Gulbarga, who spared their time to go 
through my analysis of Sutras and to discuss some topics. | thank the 
University of Pune for permitting me to publish this dissertation. 


It is my pleasant duty to express my grateful thanks to Shri Satyatma 
Tirtha Swamiji, head of Shri Uttaradi Matha, for his blessings to this pub- 
lication. I am much obliged to Mm. Dr. R.N. Aralikatti for his considered 
foreword and to Prof. K. T. Pandurangi for his opinion about this book. 


1 am highly indebted to Dr. Vyasanakere Prabhanjanacharya for un- 
dertaking to publish this work. I thank Shri Kiran Shetty of Navin Print- 
ers Mumbai for the neat layout of the book. I also thank M/s.Vagartha, 
for printing the book in a short time. 


Some of my friends in Pune enthusiastically contributed towards the 
cost of this publication, and preferred not to be mentioned here by name. 
Their voluntary participation in my endeavour is a huge encouragement 
for me. I express my most hearty thanks to all of them tor their support. 


A4/1, Aayakar Society, Dr. Raghavendra Katti 
Paud Road, Pune - 411 038. 


PUBLISHER’S NOTE 


We have great pleasure in publishing this book, ‘Bramhan, the Su- 
preme Being, in Bramhasitras’. This is an innovative work by the leamed 
professor, establishing the real purport of the Bramhasitras, with the help 
of Panini sūtras and Jaimini pirvamimamsa maxims. He has concluded 
that the Sri Madhvacdrya’s interpretation of the Bramhasitras are more 
convincing. 

Sn Madhvicarya (: 1200-1280 A.D.) is the most erudite philosopher 
the world has ever seen. He commanded complete knowledge of all the 
Sastras, languages, sciences and the arts. Apart from the Vedas and the 
Upanisads, he was well versed with the quintessence of epics like the 
Ramayana, Mahabharata and Srimad-Bhagavata and also the other Indian 
scriptures in accordance with the original texts. That is why he is aptly 
referred to as Piirnaprajiia, the allknower. He has written 37 books which 
have distlled knowledge of the absolute truth for the benetit of mankind. 
These works are collectively known as ‘Sarvamila Granthas’, which can 
be referred to in English as ‘Comprehensive Text of Fundamental Max- 
ims’. Another distinguishing aspect of Sri Madhvacarya is that he was en- 
dowed with all the essential thirty two physical characteristics of excel- 
lence defined in the śāstras that would entitle him to be revered as 
‘Jagadguru’ or ‘Visvaguru’ (Universal Teacher). He was the master of all 
branches of knowledge, in the truest sense. 

$ri Madhvacarya's life is a fascinating picture of a perdurable philo- 
sophical peer that would appeal to all - young and old alike. He possessed 
excellent knowledge of music and also other forms of art. 

His philosophical and literary works are sharp, short, succinct, sweet 
and precise to the point, with profound import and impact. He has not 
wasted words. Their meaning and implications are erudite, educative and 
enthralling. Many commentaries, criticism, explanations and queries on 
the Sarvamila Granthas keep on appearing from ume to time even as eight 
centuries have elapsed after they were written, which vouch for the versa- 


1. Our publication, ‘Life and works of Sti Madhvacarya’ by Dr. Vyasanakere 
Prabhanjanacharya, M.A. P.hd., D.Lit.(pub.2011,2nd edn.2012) gives a 
detailed biographical account of Sri Madhvacarya. 
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tility of Sri Madhvacarya’s doctrines. His works encompass many facets 
of life that are yet to be properly explored, evaluated and explained. Sri 
Madhvacarya’s life story reads like a series of marvelous events. In physi- 
cal terms, he was perhaps the strongest person who ever lived in Kali age. 
He was the embodiment of everything that is good, great, grand and grace- 
ful. The mankind is fortunate to have had him as a beacon to look forward 
to for leading a virtuous and blissful life. He was like a ‘Chintamani’, a 
crystal that grants anything one would wish for. 


Sri Madhvacarya’s legacy has enriched the culture, social mosaic, 
literature and philosophy of life in the context of the modern day life- 
style. In particular, Haridasa literature - thousands of hymns that have 
been composed by several saintly disciples of Sri Madhvacarya - has 
been influenced to a great extent by his teachings and made enormous 
contribution to the overall betterment of society. What is of great sig- 
nificance is that during the last cight centuries, Sri Madhvacarya’s con- 
tribution for the upliftment of society has been primordial. This great 
son of Karnataka has bequeathed enduring philosophical doctrines in his 
monumental works. It is unfortunate that this has not received proper 
recognition in the present Literary circles. Vaisnava philosophy or Dvaita 
philosophy propounded by Sri Madhvacarya is the most authoritative 
doctrine that assures complete upliftment of man. It is the ‘kalpavrksa’ 
(a holy tree that grants one’s wish) or a ‘kaimadhenu’ (the divine cow 
that also grants one’s wish). There is no doubt that understanding and 
following his teachings would ensure one’s success in life. After 
Vedavyasa, Sri Madhvacarya’s personality comes closest to an outstand- 
ing and perfect preacher. That is why he is aptly referred to as ‘Abhi- 
nava Vedavyasa’ (protégé of Vedavy4sa). 

Sumadhvavijaya of Sri Narayanapanditacarya, Sampradayapaddhati 
of Sri HrsikeSatirtha and other such works give fairly exhaustive informa- 
tion regarding life, works, disciples and teachings of Acarya Madhva. 

Śri Padmanabhatirtha, one of his direct disciples, was one of the 
outstanding scholars of his time. Sri Naraharitirtha, another direct dis- 
ciple, even as an ascetic ruled the kingdom of Orissa lor over 12 years! 
Jayasimha, the king of Kasaragod, was one of his staunch followers. 


1. Vide Sri Kūrmarn Inscription-Epigraphica Indica Vol. VI No. 25 
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Sri Jayatirtha (1365-1388), the celebrated Tīkākāra of his works, Sri 
Vyasatirtha of the Vydsatraya-fame, $n Vadirajatirtha( Yuktimallika), 
Sri Raghavendratirtha(Parimala) are some of the prominent exponents 
of his philosophy. 

Sri Madhva’s works include commentaries on the Brahma-sitras, 
Bhagavadgita, Upanisads, Rgveda and Bhagavatamahapurana. His 
Mahabharatatatparyanimaya, having 5108 verses, is an unparalleled 
work in the history of the post puranic literature. Tantrasara-sangraha, 
Krsnamrtamahamava, Sadacarasmrti, Yatipranavakalpa are some of his 
other works dealing with spiritual conduct and rituals. DvadaSastotra and 
Nakhastuti (as also Kandukastuti) are the stotras composed by him. 


As evident from his works, the biographies and other sources of 
information available on him, $ri Madhva was a multi-faceted, unique 
personality. He was a scholar, a philosopher, a poet, a vedic seer, a 
teacher, a preacher, an orator, a prolific writer, a researcher, a deba- 
tor, a mystic, a saint, a linguist, an ascetic, a muscian, an archealogist, a 
logician, a geologist all rolled in one. He excelled in each of these fields. 
He was also an able administrator, super organiser and social reformer 
of the highest order. He was the perfect example of an all-rounder in 
the truest sense of the term. His physique was so perfect that experts 
in Samudrikasastra could notice all the thirty two characteristics of an 
ideal personality in it. A huge rock weighing over 50 tonnes lifted by him 
and placed across the river Bhadra stands as an evidence of his unparal- 
leled physical ! might. The honourific ‘AbhinavaVedavyasa’ describes 
him most appropriately. 


His works are marked by the simplicity of style, precision of thought, 
brevity of expression, unambiguity of presentation and clarity in narra- 
tion. Profuse quotations from the ancient works is another salient fea- 
ture of his works. 


Works of Sri Madhvacarya 


1. Brahmasitrabhasyam 2. Anubhasyam 
3. Anuvyakhyanarh 4. Nyayavivaranam 


1. Vide the Epigraphica Karnatica. Vol. VI. P. 27, Chickmagalur Ins. No.8 1. 
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5. Gitabhasyarn 6. Gitatatparyanimayah 

7. Rgbhāşyarn 8. Mahabharatatatparyanimayah 
9. Bhagavatatatparyanimayah 10. Isavasyopanisadbhasyam, 
11. Talavakéropanisadbhasyam, 12. Kathakopanisadbhasyam, 

13. SatpraSnopanisadbhasyam, 14. Atharvanopanisadbhasyam, 
15. Mandiikopanisadbhisyam, 16. Taittirlyopanisadbhasyarn, 
17. Mahaitareyopanisadbhasyam, 18. Chandogyopanisadbhasyam, 
19. Brhadaranyakopanisadbhasyam 20. Tattvasankhy4nam, 


21. Tattvavivekah, 22. Tattvodyotah, 

23. Visnutattvavinirnayah 24, Pramanalaksanam, 

25. Kathalaksanam, 26. Upadhikhandanam, 

27. Mayavadakhandanam, 28. Mithyadtvanuminakhandanam, 
29. Karmanimmayah 30. Yamakabharatam 

31. Tantrasarasangrahah 32. Dvadasastotrarn 

33. Nakhastutih 34. Sadacadrasmrtih 

35. Jayantinirnayah 36. Krsnamrtamaharnavah 

37. Yatipranavakalpah 38. Sri Krsnapadyarh 


'Supremecy of Lord Sri Hari, is the most important doctrine of phi- 
losophy of Sri Madhva. Reality of Universe, absolute five-fold differ- 
ence, gradation among souls, mukti as the total experience of inherent 
bliss of individual souls, Bhakti as the prime means of attaining mukti 
are some of his other doctrines. Perception, inference and testimony are 
the three means of knowledge. All scriptures, without any exception, in 
primary sense, proclaim the glory of Lord $ri Hari, is another important 
doctrine taught by Šrī Madhva. 


The Brahmasitras, also known as Brahmamimamsasastram, along 
with the Upanisads and Bhagavadgīta, constitute the Prasthanatraya of 
the Vedanta School of Indian Philosophy. Brahmamimamsa is consid- 
ered as the Supreme testimony(Sarvottamasastra). 


1. aama aft: tert: ged oor oad fier oer eter ATT: | 
qtgan vias teamed anaa mamia at: 1 
- traradhipa aaam 
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Rgveda, Yajurveda, Samaveda, Atharvanaveda, Mahabharata, Mila- 
ramayana and Paficaratra are the seven sacred testaments (Sadagamas) ; 
of these, the first four are the Vedas (Apauruseya) and the last three 
are Itihdsas. The other scriptures like Puranas, Smrtis that are in con- 
formity with the above seven are also called Sadagamas, of these, the 
Mahabharata enjoys the highest place. It is regarded as the fifth Veda 
(Bharata Pañcamo Vedah) and Karsnaveda (Veda composed by 
Vasisthakrsna Sri Vedavyasa). 

Of the three Itihasas, Mailaramayana of 100 Crores of Slokas is the 
work of Lord Hayagriva; Paficaratra, which is also a work of 100 crores 
of §lokas is that of Lord Narayana and the Mahabharata, a work of one 
lakh of Slokas is also the work of Lord Vedavyasa; all the three authors 
are the direct incarnations of Lord Mahavisnu. 

Sastra is divided into two groups viz., Nirneya (Nirnetavya) and 
Nirnāyaka (Nirnita). All the works mentioned above come under the 
Nirneya group; NirnayakaSgastra also known as Mimamsa is three- 
fold! viz., Brahmamimamsa, Daivimimamsa and Karmamimamsa. 
The Brahmasiitras of Badarayana constitute the Brahmamimamsa. 
Daivimimamsa is the work of Paila and Sesa (excepting the first and 
last aphorisms composed by Badarayana himself); Dharmasitras of sage 
Jaimini constitute the Karmamimamsa. 

The word ‘Brahman’ means the Vedas and the Parabrahman. Hence 
the term Brahmasitra in a sense means the work which interpreting the 
sacred literature in general and Vedic literature in particular, so as to 
bring out the exact nature of the Brahman, the Supreme reality. It is also 
called as *Vedantasitra, Sarirakasatra, Yuktisitra, Vydsasitra and 


|. Htater fafrer staat areft edt = aftr 11 - eg (Aaa 2-38) 
2. Teh mea | -ATÀ (2-44) 
zafana fai Fert: -ATÈ (ga-ga) 
RGDEREDE -ATR (24-24) 
aa: STH ae senf | -Aana (saad tar) 


qe te aah wae a ae gale, wea | aha cet fret: 
create aR ara aa: ah: ATES | TA aT seat Prasad ara: 
wer arief- faa miade | -Ag (2/3/23) 
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Satya’. It is popularly referred to as Uttaramimamsa in the history of 
Indian Philosophy. 

As shown by Sri Madhvicarya, the word Brahman primarily refers 
to Lord Visnu. Hence the Brahmasitra be called as Visnusitras also. The 
words Brahman, Parabrahman, Paramabrahman and Paramamahadbrah- 
man mean all souls in general, the liberated souls, Goddess Mahdlaksmi 
and Lord Mahivisnu, respectively” Hence, in the light of this interpre- 
tation, Brahmasitras can also be understood as Brahmastitras (as they 
deal with the nature of souls in sūtra like ‘Karta Sastrarthavatvat’ etc.) 
Parabrahmasitras (as they deal with the process of liberation and the na- 
ture of liberated souls in the fourth chapter). Paramabrahmasitras (as they 
establish the Aksarapurusatva, Nityamuktatva, Samanatva of Goddess 
Mahidlaksmi, Paramamahadbrahma-sittras as they propound essentially 
the supremacy of Lord Mahavisnu throughout. 

Śrī Madhva, unlike the other commentators has furnished all 
the important details regarding the sttras, in the introductory por- 
tion of his Bhasya, Anuvyakhydna and also in the 10th chapter of the 
Mahabharatatatparyanirnaya. 

The Brahmasiitras were composed at the fag end of the Dwapara-age, 
when the correct knowledge was totally clouded by the wrong knowledge 
for various reasons; Lord Mahavisnu himself manifested as 3Vedavyasa. He 
composed the Brahmasitras, Mahabharata and the eighteen Mahapuranas. 
He is also referred to as Dvaipayana, Krsna Dvaipayana, Vasistha Krsna, 
Badarayana, Parasarya and Vasavistnu or Satyavateya . 

The Brahmasitras are considered as the supreme text of the en- 
tire sacred literature; lt is Paravidya, the scripture par excellance. Its 
Nirnayakatva, Anugrahakatva, Upakaranatva’ and Bahvarthagarbhitatva 
have contributed to its supremacy F 


1. frotfad aa: mafii wert ope ergi wd cori frist 1 


wetted ma verte: 1 -azia (AAT) 
2. mente sitar: wast vere afm: | 
THe: TT TT TH ERETT: II -3R aafia Tafa: 


a. pai ari fate ma nA | 
al Gt: PERAE L -A A AR T TA. 8-44) 
¥. a a ay Afda ARa tad goad | Pirenea | Yarns 
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It is superior to the Karmamimāmsa of Jaimini,’ as it enjoys all 
the three important factors viz., Vaktranukillya, Srotranukilya and 
Prasanganukilya, necessary for trustworthiness(validity) to the fullest 

2 A eines 
extent’. Hence, It is the sūtra in the truest sense. 


The fact that no thinker without a Bhasya on the Brahmasitras to his 
credit would be recognised as a founder of the Vedanta system, firmly 
establishes the absolute primacy of the Brahmasitras. Though Sankara 
and Rāmānuja have no Bhasyas to their credit on the Vedas, they are rec- 
ognised as the founders of new schools of vedanta since they have written 


qaia TT fea TTTATATE | -ATÀ (2-40) 
“ome: arf’ safes TTA | ‘ae wa a Perey’ sft mA aF 
foia n i sao Torah | a qatar eniam oa: 
aram aad: | -Aanand 
Tea tard aa F A a Tey A AS | AT, 
Tesee aaa aes aaa Asi Tord 
AARU gA a Aaaa aA a pA Telefe a aF 
afte: ned mad ft aran aAa q d 
senean- pa: sad, ag- T a eiA TE: | 
-Agaa (aniraa) 
z R Raima e mR aafaa 
Tare q grona TT Tart ve ea fafan 
Pema ware Ri Ra agaaa safa 
TA -ARRAT (TAR) 
qa mi ware, aay arig aa: | -rga (2/8/32) 
ad meaai a anA | -iraanrd: 
‘wet a: na gR are e | aA a aiT | 
manham stare: | dat at AAR a gad RRETA: 
aaar | AAS TIE ae Wee Tah 
afafa 1 -ITT (2-2-2) 
L aa miad aa iaaa qa: | afa | a E Afa 
foim | a g eR A ARAN | MAA RO RERET 
JE FHT | -AA (affect) 
a. Tear ay afer ter | gR Aa ores Phat HET 
BRUM TATOANTSHT Tat: | aT area efrerrortaPrers tI 
-IFEN (8 /4-8) 
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Bhasyas for Brahmasitras; it is very interesting to note that Rāmānuja has 
not left even a single commentary on any Upanisad; $ri Madhva is the only 
spiritual teacher of the philosophical screen who has written commentar- 
ies on the Vedas, Upanisads, Bhagavadgita, Brahmasitras, Mahābhārata 


and Bhagavata, Hence he is aptly called Pirmaprajna. 


Sri Madhva has given the essence of the Brahmasitras in a very 
compact manner in his Mahabharatatatparyanimaya, as follows: 


aiaia TA: Area | 
ante: adaty ott: dea fèn 
Raiena Fay Alas TAT TT | 
mar Hea sae TAT n 


“WaT. aT fy, (8- ve, Y4) 


There were as many as twenty one Bhasyas on Brahmasitras, be- 
fore $ri Madhva. Srikantha (Srikanthabhasya), Sripati (Srikarabhisya), 
Nimbarka, Vallabha (Anubh4sya) and Baladeva (Govindabhasya) are the 
post-Madhva commentaries on Brahmasitras. 


Sri Madhva is the only commentator’ who has written as many as four 
works onthe Brahmasiatras. They are Brahmasitrabhasya, astitra-wise com- 
mentary (2000 granthas), Anuvyakhyina, a supplementary commentary 
to his Bhasya in more than 2000 verses, Sannydyavivrti or Nyayavivarana, 
a commentary on the Nyayamala portion of his anuvyākhyāna (420) 
and Anubhasya, a metrical epitome of his Brahmasitrabhasya, in 32 
anustup verses. Of these, Brahmasitrabhdsya is a sitrawise commentary. 
Anuvyakhyana is a metricial substantiation of his Brahmasttrabhasya, 
Nydyavivarana is a summary of the major arguments of Pirvapaksa and 
Siddhanta under each adhikarana and Anubhasya is a metrical epitome of 
his Brahmasitrabhasya in 32 anustubh verses. 


His Anuvyakhyana is the only metrical commentary written directly 
on the Brahmasitras; Jn fact, no other Sūtra enjoys such a metrical com- 
mentary. 


1. Sankaracarya has written only Bhasya on the sitras ; Ramanujacarya 
has written two works viz. Sribhagya and Vedantadipa. 


Publisher's Note xix 


Most of the modern scholars, while reviewing the Sri Madhva’s view 
on the sūtras have taken into account only his Bhasya, thereby missing 
fot of his reflections appearing in his other works. 

To understand Sri Madhva’s view on the Bramhasutras, Nyayasudha 
of Sri Jayatirtha and Tatparyacandrika of Sri Vyasatirtha are indespen- 
sible. Tantradipika and Nyayamuktavali of Sri Raghavendratirtha are 
compendiums on Bramhasutras, according to Dwaita interpretation. 
Yuktimallika of Sri Vadirajatirtha is another fantastic work in 5320 
verses elaborating the Madhva dialectics on Brahmasutras. 


As rightly observed by Prof. S.N. Dasgupta’ and others, most of the mod- 


|. Thepresentvolume deals withthe philosophy ofthe Bhagavatapurana, 
the philosophy of Sri Madhva and his followers.... But so far noth- 
ing has appeared about the philosophy of the great teachers of the 
Madhva school such as Jayatirtha and Vydsatirtha. Very little is 
known about the great controversy between the eminent followers 
of the Madhva school of thought and of the followers of the Sankara 
school of Vedanta. In my opinion Jayatirtha and Vyāsatīrtha pres- 
ent the highest dialectical skill in Indian thought. There is a gen- 
eral belief amongst many that monism of Sankara presents the final 
phase of Indian thought. The realistic and dualistic thought of the 
Sankhya and the yoga had undergone a compromise with monism 
both in the purdnas and in the hands of the later writers. But the 
readers of the present volume who will be introduced to the phi- 
losophy of Jayatirtha and particularly of Vydsatirtha will realise the 
strength and uncompromising impressiveness of the dualistic posi- 
tion. The logical skill and depth of acute dialectical thinking shown 
by Vyasatirtha stands almost unrivalled in the whole field of Indian 
thought. Much more could have been written on the system of 
Madhva logic as explained in the Tarkatandava of Vyasatirtha. In 
this great work of Vyasatirtha has challenged almost every logical 
definition that appears in the Tattva-Cintamani of Gangesa, which 
forms the bed-rock of the new school of Nyāya logic. But this could 
have been properly done only in a separate work on the Madhva 
logic. Of the controversy between the monists of Sankara school 
and the dualists of the Madhva school, most people are ignorant of 
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em scholars, both east and west are highly ignorant of the strength of Dwaita 


the Madhva side of the case, though there are many who may be 
familiar with the monistic point of view. Itis hoped that the treat- 
ment of the philosophy of Madhva and his followers undertaken in 
the present volume will give new light to students of Indian thought 
and covered in Indian or European thought. - S.N. Dasgupta (His- 
tory of Indian Philosophy, Vol. 4., Preface, P. vii and viii) 


Dr. V.S. Sukthankar, a renowned modern Sanskrit scholar, who was 
the chief editor of the critical edition of Mahābhārata brought out by 
the Bhandarkar Oriental Research Institute, Pune, has this to say on Sri 


Madhvac4rya’s contribution towards the interpretation of Mahābhārata 


SERNER I will only mention that this is no new discovery of mine, 
but that such psychological and metaphysical explanations of the 
characters and the plot of the Mahābhārata are scattered in the 
ancient Indian commentaries of the epic, the best known among 
them being the Mahābhāratatātparya-nirņaya of Ānandatīrtha, 
the great Madhvācārya, who has clearly stated in that work that 
the story of the Great Epic has been related in such a way as to 
convey also an allegorical meaning : 


evam adhyatmanistharm hi Bhāratarn sarvamucyate / 
durvijãeyam atah sarvair Bhāratam tu surairapi // 


Anandatirtha explains the symbolism by giving the psychological 
concepts corresponding to many of the important characters, dif- 
fering partly from those given by me. ........ 


- On the Meaning of the Mahabharata; Pub : Asiatic Society 
Bombay, Town hall, Bombay, 1957. 


"Again, the tradition that the Vedic hymns are supremely spir- 
itual in their import was recovered by Anandatirtha, the Dvaita 
teacher known as Madhviacarya. This shows clearly that there 
was, even before Sayana, a school of Vedic interpreters hold- 
ing that though ritual worship was part of the Vedic religion 
and as such, the Mantras present an aspect favorable to it, yet, 
the inner meaning of the Mantras was spiritual and the highest 


of 
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view of the Brahmasitras. 


aim and use of Veda was God knowledge and attainment of 
supreme end of life possible for man. Madhva-carya’s work is 
comparatively small in volume, the language simple, but its in- 
fluence among scholars modern or ancient is not commensu- 
rate with its importance, as can be judged from the fact that 
most modern scholars and Pandits as a class with the possible 
exception of some among his followers are unaware of the very 
existence of such a work. 
-$ri Kapali Sastry of Aurobindo Aéram, Light on Vedas 


Following whole-hearted appreciation of Rgbhasya of Sri Madhva 
by Maharsi Dyvarata is note worthy : 


aA frafaped ffrae arene sat fada I 

are 3 fraa meaa | agea Te miN 11 

aferama aad Aad aag: BA II 

warren E AL aR AHN TA TTL II 

aeran TAR narda | aiai a fagi iTA II 

afaa aga tay | aerd aAA ANTAA UI 

sated agenta | AA ATTER I 

TAARA a ETA aA THT a ARA 1 

Ae Aafa: ora IT TETA YATE A ATL II 

- wefieatra: 
The following observation Sri Kapāli Śāstri stand as an another evi- 
dence to the uniqueness of Rgbhasya of Sri Madhva : 
uoi a Asam aranean ea eas wae: fa a Tet ae aiad 

mug | aq arog fered areal: ana: aA santas 
area TERE TaT-fere ATT | Aenea KEAR 
mheara Tae afta stata qed Tefen a mar ad? aAA | 
TAPAS Ae: WT Fat feyanikarmagend aes a sheet 
ant: ag- arene | freer serenade seat Afaro 
Tara aA ara | caper wero Aree aso sas 
PETTITT Parga Fara ar aren Paar) arate saa aerate 
PROT see FAT TEM: fee | Taft nAaR- A 4 a 
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The contents and interpretation of these Bhasyakaras widely vary and 
reflect various schools of philosophy that they belong to. From the pure 
monism (Adwaita) of Sankara, to full-Aledged dualism (Dwaita) of Madhva 
is a wide spectrum of metaphysical thought. The ingenuity and resource- 


TTT: oH: aah Ri ara fraa afaire sft At eH: | AIRA 
HTT TTT TTA: 11 
- anfom: mran rarest 

Roy Abraham Varghese in his book, The Wonder of the world (A 
Journey from Modern Science to the Mind of God) - Pub. Tyr Publish- 
ing, Fountain Hills, Arizona, 2004, considers Sri Madhvācārya as one of 
the wonders of the world. Some of his statements are as follows : 


The three seminal Hindu thinkers were Sankaracharya, Ramanuja 
and Madhvacharya. Admittedly, Sankaracharya has had the greatest 
influence in terms of establishing monism as a dominant view. But I 
consider Madhvacharya to be the greatest thinker in his tradition be- 
cause of (a) his definitive and comprehensive refutation of Sankara- 
charva’s arguments and (b) his establishment of a school of thought 
that produced, among others, the two leading Hindu logicians. 


In terms of personal charisma, intellectual rigor and scholarly 
breadth and depth, Madhvacharya (c.1238-1317)} was the most 
fascinating of the Hindu sage-philosophers and one of the greatest 
theistic thinkers of all time. More to the point, he was an intellectual 
juggernaut who single-handedly reversed the slide toward monism 
and re-established theism as a dominant force. He was also an ac- 
complished wrestler, mountaineer and singer ! 


Rejecting Advaita on rational and religious grounds, he systematically 
laid out the case for theism, eventually convincing even his guru. He 
visited the major intellectual centers of the day, debating monists and 
drawing attention to the theism of the Hindu scriptures..... His defense 
of theism and his critique of monism were continued by numerous 
subsequent thinkers, most notably Jayatirtha and Vydasatirtha, the two 
greatest logic and in the history of Indian thought. 


Madhvacharya and his successors have created a formidable arsenal 
of arguments against monism that have yet to be answered. 
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fulness of each Bhāŝyakāra lies in his genius of expounding his point of 
view and claiming that his view point taithtully retlects the view of the 
writer of Brahmasitras, i.e., Badarayana. Notwithstanding the disparity 
and the differences inherent in this wide spectrum of view points, there is 
a rich contribution from all the Bhasyakaras to the art and science of Epis- 
temology and Germeneutics and metaphysical interpretation. 


Even amongst the limited number of publications on this subject, 
most have dealt with Sankara’s commentary to the virtual exclusion of 
other major Bhasyas and in particular of Ramanuja and Madhva. So 
much so, that for a casual reader of modern publications, Vedanta is 
synonymous with Sankara’s monism(Advaita). 


It is in this context we are happy that Dr.Katti has contributed to an 
objective research study of the Bramhasttras and has succeeded in his 
critical review to bring about not only the doctrinal differences amongst 
the major Bhasyakaras but also in underlining the protound importance 
of other Bhasyakaras such as Madhva. In doing so he has also referred 
to and brought to the attention of the readers important works of other 
scholars like Jayatirtha, Vyasatirtha and Raghavendratirtha as well as 
modem scholars like V.S.Ghate, S.Radhakrishnan and B.N.K. Sharma. 


What is worth appreciating in this work is that the author has ap- 
proached the subject as a student and tried to see in which of three tra- 
ditional commentaries is the strength of dialectical logic and analytical 
appeal. We think that this publication is a valuable addition to the litera- 
ture on this important subject. 


19.02.2013 Vyasanakere Prabhanjanacharya 
Sri Madhvanavami Founder - Director, 


Sri Vyasamadhva Samshodhana Pratishtana 
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perspective and understanding of the subject. Concurrence of the 
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(Adhyaya no. 2- Pada no. 3- Sūtra no. 8) 


senna 


n Š FAY ARTAUTTA M 


INVOCATION 


I ARTO I 
mari fares aaO 1 
IARRATA WET ACT TTA N 2N 
UNEA TEN TARTEAN | 
Aafaa an gard fA N R 1 


Having made obeisance to Lord Narayana, the final 
resort, Who is worth inquiring into, Who is the cause 
of creation etc. of the world, Who is comprehensible 
only through a proper critical interpretation of the 
entire range of scriptures, having saluted the great 
preceptor Vedavyasa who composed these Vedanta- 
sitras, the ācāryas who commented on these sitras 
and those who wrote glosses and comments (on these 
commentaries), the import of the sūtras would be 
looked into. 


Chapter I 
General Introduction 


Culture in India 


{tis rather surprising that in various international surveys of 
human happiness index Indians rank high on ‘happiness barometer’ 
inspite of economic backwardness, inadequate education, 
inefficient governance, rampant corruption, uncontrolled terrorism 
and so on, in the country. This is attributed to their religion, 
culture and attitude towards life. It is not that there is no religion 
or philosophy in other countries. But in India philosophy is not 
lor mere intellectual satisfaction. It stands interwoven with religion 
and culture. There is a maxim in Jainism, which says, ** Do not 
live to know, but know to live’’!. There are many religions and 
sects in India. They have grown over a period of thousands of 
years and do not depend on some sermons given by any single 
divine saint. Almost all the religions and sects in India except one 
or two, depend on the basic concept of a superhuman, omnipotent 
and omniscient power called by various names like /svara, 
Paramatman and Brahman, behind the existence and sustenance 
of this world. Those religions which ignored such a Supreme 
Being, did not survive in India for long. Hence, this development 
of a culture around a central concept of a Supreme Being, is worth 
looking into. 


Development of Indian Culture 


It is well known that in India religion and culture are greatly 
influenced by the world’s oldest literature called the Vedas. They 
started with simple devotional hymns addressed to the forces of 
nature conceived as deities. These hymns called ‘mantras’ also 
contain some seeds of philosophy. For example, some hymns 
conceive a Supreme Being Who transcends the world and is 
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immanent in it. These hymns have been handed down to us orally 
from unknown antiquity. Some western scholars guess that these 
could have come from a date 1200 to 2400 B.C. Bal Gangadhar 
Tilak holds that these came from a date 4000 B.C.'. This simple 
devotion then changed into a tradition of elaborate, complicated 
and costly sacrifices. The procedures of these sacrifices were 
compiled in a class of works called ‘Brahmanas’. In course of time 
people got fed up of these sacrifices, and the public aversion gave 
birth to symbolic sacrifices, meditations and philosophic 
discussions in secluded forests as described in the works called 
‘Aranyakas’and ‘Upanisads’. This vast literature consisting of the 
mantras, the Brāhmanas, the Aranyakas and the Upanisads is 
collectively known as Vedas, developed over a period of 5000 
years. The orthodox believers hold that the Vedas are superhuman 
(apauruseya) and that they have been directly revealed by the 
Supreme Being, and heard by the sages. Hence, the Vedas are also 
known as ‘Sruti’ i.e. “what is heard’. Then, there developed another 
class of scriptural texts composed by historically known sages. 
These works are called ‘Smrtis’. Under this category, there are 
some expatiatary works which try to propogate the Vedic truths 
and values to the masses. They are the Puranas, the Paficatantras 
and the two epics Rémavana and Mahabharata which also go by 
the name /tihdsa. By the time of about 600 B.C., the Vedic and 
other ancillary literature had grown to an unwieldy volume. There 
were mutual conflicts of views among the learned. S. 
Radhakrishnan describes- ‘It was an age of speculative chaos, 
full of inconsistent theologies and vague wranglings’’?. Thus, for 
acommon man, the condition was quite confusing. The atmosphere 
was conducive to the advent of heterodox doctrines. That was the 
time when materialism (Carvaku-darsana), Jainism and Buddhism 
arose and caught the imagination of some people. This stimulated 
activity in the orhodox camp as well. The need of the hour was 
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to provide the people with a comprehensive system based on the 
Vedic literature. As a result a number of systems emerged viz. 
Kapila’s Sankhya, Patanjali’s Yoga, Gautama’s Nydya, Kanada’s 
Vaisesika and Jaimini’s Pairvamimamsd. These orthodox 
and unorthodox schools of philosophic opinion are known as 
darsanas. 


The Brahmasitras 


In the case of the first four orthodox doctrines mentioned 
above, even though their authors accepted the suzerainty of Vedas, 
what they gave in their doctrines, were their own intuitive theories. 
All these theories were dry arm-chair discussions and they had 
nothing in them to touch the heart of a common man struggling 
to make both the ends meet. The fifth one broached the out-dated 
sacrificialism. Each one of these authors promised that those who 
studied and followed his doctrine would get release from the 
worldly suffering and get final beatitude (apavarga, nihSreyas). 
Though all these doctrines were evolved with an aim of removing 
the confusion in the minds of the followers of Vedas, and providing 
them with a comprehensive system for their spiritual progress, 
they only added to their confusion. What was required was a 
stock-taking, a review. It was necessary to pronounce an 
authoritative judgement on WHAT EXACTLY IS THE ESSENCE 
OF VEDAS, i.e. VEDANTA among the apparent conflicting 
thoughts and opinions. It was also necessary to show the flaws 
in other competing doctrines, both orthodox and heretical, and to 
pive a road map for spiritual development and achieving final 
deliverance (moksa). This task was undertaken by 
Biidarayanavyasa, also known as Vedavyasa. He gave his decisions 
on these points, in about five hundred and odd sétras, which came 
to be known as Brahmasiitras orVeddntasutras. This treatise is 
called as Brahmasiitra or Vedāntasūtra. VedGntasitra is universally 
recognized as the manual of Vedanta. It is the sixth orthodox 
darsana, called Veddntadarsana or Uttaramimamsa or 
Krahmamimamsa. 
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Date of Brahmasiitras 


Regarding the date of Brahmasiitras, ‘*Indian scholars are of 
the opinion that the sétra was composed in the pericd from 500 
to 200 B.C. Frazer assigns it to 400 B.C.’"'. Panini does not 
mention Vedavydsa anywhere, but Patañjali does refer to him. 
Moreover, Patañjali is shown as the ninth descendant in Jaimini’s 
lineage’. The dates of Panini and Patafijali are fairly agreed to as 
500 B.C? and 150 B.C.* Therefore, Vedavyisa’s period could be 
between 500 to 400 B.C. 


The structure of Brahmasiitras 


There are 564 sitras in all. The figure varies from one 
commentator to another, because one may combine two sūtras 
into one and another may split one sūtra into two. Occasionally 
one may read an additional sitra. But such variations are rare. It 
will be mentioned, wherever variation occurs. The sétras are 
grouped into four divisions called adhyayas. Each adhyaya has 
four chapters called pddas. Each pada is subdivided into topics 
known as adhikaranas. An adhikarqna may consist of one or more 
sutras. The first adhyāya is known as samanvayddhyava. It 
reconciles the different scriptural texts and demonstrates how they 
all convey the nature and attributes of the Supreme Being, Brahman, 
the source of the universe, which is the central point in all- 
philosophical enquiry. The second adhydya is called as 
avirodhddhyaya. It confirms the conclusion of the first adhyaya 
by showing that it is not open to any contradiction or objection, 
either by the other established doctrines or by the apparent 
inconsistencies within the scriptural texts themselves. In the third 
adhyaya, the stitrakara discusses the ways and means, the modus 
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operandi, of realizing the Supreme Being, as prescribed in the 
scriptures. Hence it is known as sddhanddhyadya. The fourth 
adhyaya, known as phalddhydya, deals with the path of spiritual 
progress of an individual who has realized the Supreme Being and 
describes how he attains the status of a released soul and obtains 
unadulterated eternal bliss. 


The style of Brahmasitras 


As the name suggests Badardyana Vydsa has rendered this 
work in the form of sittras, in keeping with the fashion in those 
limes. A sūtra by definition comprises few words. So the 
Brahmasiitras are necessarily cryptic. Some of the modern scholars 
(eel that the sutras are too laconic to be doubt free. Some remarks 
are as follows. “‘In the anxiety for economy of words which is 
carried to an excess the säātras are not intelligible without a 
commentary’*'. ‘In fact, they (the s#tras) are more cryptic than 
the Upanisads, and it is consequently much more difficult to get 
al their meaning than at that of those old treatises. The result is 
that even as regards the most essential points there is ambiguity’ ’?. 
Possibly the satras are in the nature of the modern news-paper 
headlines. For example, look at these headlines: “‘Green card 
blues’, ‘‘Government prepares for life after left’’*, ‘‘yellow 
fever, blues’’*. Unless one knows the topics they refer to, it is 
difficult to get at the meaning behind these headlines. Similarly, 
the key-words in the siitras are topic-specific. The topics referred 
to by the sdtras could be the popular ones debated in different 
scriptures in those days. So unless one is able to locate the topic, 
the sūtra cannot be intelligible. The difficulty would aggravate 
if we start with a preconceived notion that ‘‘the Brahmasitra is 
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the exposition of the philosophy of the Upanisads '’! and ‘‘all 
schools of Vedanta claim to be based upon the Upanisads’’?. If 
we look at the Brahmasiitras from a narrow window of a few 
Upanisads which Sankaracdrya has made us familiar with, then 
the sutras would certainly look enigmatic. The sūtras appear 
to have much wider sweep. The Sitrakdra avers Sastrayonitvat 
(BS. 1-1-3) that the Brahman can be known through Sdastra 
(scriptures) only. He does not say Upanisadyonitvat. Sastra for 
Sankaracirya includes the four Vedas, the epics, the purdnas and 
other branches of learning, vidyāsthāna’. That is why we need a 
commentary in order to understand the si#tras, because the 
commentator would be conversant with all the branches of learning. 


Commentaries on Brahmasitras 


The Upanisads, the Bhagavadgitd and the Brahmasitras are 
known as prasthanatraya, the triple foundation of the Vedanta. 
Therefore, there are a large number of commentaries on these, 
particularly on Bhagavdgitd and Brahmasitra. In Madhvavijaya, 
a biography of Madhvacarya, its author Narayanapanditacarya 
refers to the existence of twenty-one commentaries on Brahmasitra 
earlier to that of Madhvacarya. The names of these twenty-one 
commentators are given by the same author in his own gloss 
Bhavaprakasika on Madhvavijaya. They are 1. Bharativijaya, 
2. Samvidananda, 3. Brahmaghosa, 4. Śatānanda, 5. Udvarta, 
6. Vijaya, 7. Rudrabhatta, 8. Vamana, 9. Yadavaprakasa, 
10. Ramanuja, 11. Bhartrprapafica, 12. Dramida, 13. Brahmadatta, 
14. Bhaskara, 15. Piśāca, 16. Vrttikara, 17. Vijayabhatta, 
18. Visnukranta, 19. Vadindra, 20. Madhavadasa and 21. Sankara. 
These names are not in chronological order. Of these twenty-one 
commentaries, only three are available, namely those of 
Sankaracdrya, Bhiskarabhatta and Rāmānujācārya. After 
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Madhvacarya also, there are a number of commentators on 
Brahmasitras. They are 1. Nimbarka, 2. Srikantha, 3. Sripati, 
4. Vallabha, 5. Suka, 6. Vijfidna-bhiksu, and 7. Baladeva. It means 
that these twenty-nine Vedantins interpret the sitras differently 
and they have different doctrines to teach, which are all derived 
(rom these Brahmasitras only, according to them. 


The area of difference 


A doctrine or philosophy in general, broadly includes two 
things, 1. Ontology i.e. the metaphysics concerning the emergence 
and sustenance of the world etc. and 2. Epistemology i.e. the 
science of understanding things. The world comprising sentient 
and insentient things, is perceptible and there is no difficulty in 
understanding it. The only hypothesis to be comprehended is the 
existence of a super-sensuous entity Brahman, the Supreme Being. 
The means of understanding, agreed to by all the Vedantins, are 
|. perception, 2. inference, and 3. verbal testimony. All these 
commentators have no quarrel on certain points. They all agree 
that Brahman is the cause of the universe; that Brahman is 
all-pervading; and that in understanding super-sensuous matter 
like Brahman the final authority is the revealed truth (sruti) 
declared in scriptures; and reasoning is acceptable as long as it 
does not contradict the revelation. They also agree that the goal 
of all spiritual endeavour is to get deliverance from the 
(ransmigratory suffering in the world. Then where is the difference? 
In order to explain the hypothesis of a super-sensuous Supreme 
Being, any doctrine in Vedanta has to present Him with reference 
to the known sentient and insentient entities in the world. In other 
words, the doctrine has to establish a relation between individual 
soul (Jiva), the inanimate matter (Jagat) and the Supreme Lord 
(/svara). It is here that the commentators differ, and differ widely. 


The three Principal Traditions 


In this panoramic spectrum of various views, at one extreme 
end is Sankaricarya’s advaita or kevalddvaita. Sankaradcarya holds 
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absolute identity between Jiva and Brahman. At the other extreme 
end is Madhviacarya’s dvaita. Madhvacarya holds absolute 
distinction (bheda, dvaita) between Jiva, Jagat and Brahman and 
within Jivas and within the Jagat. All others try to strike a golden 
mean by reconciling identity and duality i.e. by accepting identity 
in some matters, and difference in others. S. Radhakrishnan lists 
the doctrines of all these commentators chronologically, which 
are self-indicative. They are Sankara’s nirviSesddvaita, Bhiskara’s 
and Yadavaprakasa’s bhedabheda, Ramanuja’s visistadvaita, 
Madhva's dvaita, Nimbarka’s dvaitadvaita, Srikantha’s Saiva- 
visistadvaita, Sripati’s bhedabheddtmaka-visistadvaita, Vallabha’ s 
‘Suddhadvaita’, Suka’s ‘bheda-vada’, Vijnhana-bhiksu’s 
atmabrahmaikya-bhedavada and Baladeva’s acintya-bhedabheda'. 
Three of these are important. They are the doctrines advocated 
by Sankaradcirya, Raminujacirya and Madhvacarya who have 
large followings and are widely respected. These three views of 
Vedanta are traditionally considered as the cornerstones of Vedanta. 
Vidyaranya mentions these three traditional views of Vedanta 
only, in his well-known Sarvadarsanasamgraha. B. N. K. Sharma 
remarks : *‘Without a complete study of these three principal 
traditions of interpretation of the sftras, in their relation to one 
another, it would be difficult to have a clear and firm background 
of ideas and sufficient data for entering upon a valid discussion 
of the problem of where the sätras of Badarayana are intended 
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to lead us’’.* 
The Kevalddvaita of Sankaracarya (788-820 A. D.) 


Śańkarācārya is so popular, especially with the learned class, 
that many in India and abroad take Vedanta as synonymous with 
his advaita philosophy. His doctrine of absolute monism 
(Kevalddvaita) can be summarized in half of a verse’. The ultimate 
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(ruth in the world is Brahman. The world of plurality is unreal 
and illusory. The individual soul is nothing else but Brahman. 
Brahman is all-pervading and is pure consciousness, devoid of 
all qualities, devoid of all forms. Brahman is the cause of 
origination, subsistence and dissolution of the world. Apart from 
Brahman or consciousness, the world of objects does not exist 
itself. It is only an appearance superimposed on Brahman due to 
ignorance (avidyd) just as a snake is seen in place of a rope or 
silver seen in place of a shell. With reference to the world, 
Brahman associated with the principle of māyā or creative (i.e. 
projective) power, is /fvara, who creates and maintains the world. 
The individual soul (Jiva) is a phenomenon while the truth is 
Brahman. Jiva has ignorance (avidya) about his status as Brahman 
and he believes in his own finiteness and identifies himself with 
the body, the sense organs etc. Jiva can get deliverance only when 
he realizes his identity with Brahman. Actions can only purify 
the mind and make it fit to acquire the knowledge of this identity 
of Brahman and Jiva. But finally it is knowledge alone, which 
can give him the release. 


The Visistadvaita of Ramanujacarya (1017-1137 A.D.) 


Ramanujacarya advocates a different line of epistemology. 
According to him, knowledge implies both subject and object. 
Mind can apprehend only a differentiated object. What is known 
is necessarily known as characterized in some way'. All knowledge 
including that of ultimate reality, is necessarily of an object as 
complex (saguna). If the Upanisads described Brahman as without 
qualities, it only means that some qualities are denied while there 
are still others characterizing it. All know that there are two types 
of things, cetana (sentient) and jada (insentient). Ramanujacarya 
adds another, which is neither. Jñāna (knowledge) is of this 
intermediate type’. Jfidna is known only along with some object 
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or not at all'. What exists (sat) is alone cognized and that knowledge 
in the absence of a real object corresponding to its content 
(yathartha) is inconceivable. This is known as sat-khydti. 
Knowledge extends from that (prakdrin or object) to the what 
(prakara i.e. mode, kind, property or quality) of the object 
presented’, Knowledge no doubt, is always of the given and 
nothing but the given; but it need not be of the whole of what 
is given’. The mode, property or attribute of an object is called 
visesana and the object itself is known as visesya. The visesana 
cannot exist by itself, separately. Thus, there is unity or 
inseparability (aprthak-siddhi) between a substance and its attribute 
but no identity. For example, in a ‘blue-lotus’ the blueness is quite 
distinct from the lotus, for a quality cannot be the same as a 
substance. But, at the same time the blueness as a quality (visesana) 
depends for its very being upon the lotus, the substance (visesya) 
and cannot therefore be regarded as external to it. The complex 
whole (visista) of the flower in question, in which the visesya and 
viSesana are necessarily included, is spoken of as a unity. Hence, 
the name ‘Visista@dvaita’*. Ramanujaicarya extends the principle 
to two or more substances where one controls the others, and 
holds that such a Visist@dvaita relation may be found between one 
substance and another. For example, in any organism there are 
two separate entities, the body and the soul. The soul controls, 
supports and utilizes the body for its own ends. Therefore, the 
soul is the important part, the substance, and the body which is 
subordinate to the soul, is treated as the attribute of the soul. Here 
too there is inseparable unity between the soul (visesya) and its 
body (vifesana). 


Rāmānujācārya makes use of these principles while 
establishing his concept of ontology. He holds that the world 
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consists of three factors (fattva-traya) namely the inanimate matter 
tacit), the sentient individual souls (cit) and Brahman or Visnu. 
Hraliman controls and supports the cit and acit, and therefore, the 
vit and acit are considered as the body or the attribute of Brahman. 
Kumdnujacarya holds that there exists unity or inseparability 
(aprthak-siddhi) between Brahman and His attributes the cit and 
ucit. With this hypothesis, he reconciles the various statements in 
the Upanisads, referring to unity and plurality. According to this 
doctrine, Brahman possesses all the auspicious qualities and is free 
Irom all impurities. Brahman is all-knowing, all-pervading, all- 
powerful, all-merciful, all-blissful and free from all-limitations of 
time, space and causality. He is the cause of the universe, both 
sentient and insentient. The individual soul (Jiva) is not mere 
consciousness but the knower, the subject (kartr) of knowledge. 
Knowledge is intuitive by nature and does not necessarily depend 
upon the senses’. Jiva has the power to act and in its pristine purity, 
possesses the auspicious qualities resembling those of Brahman, 
but to a limited extent. This is the reason why the Jiva is often 
described as being identical with Brahman. Jiva has no power 
whatsoever on the movements of the world, and it is atomic in size’. 
Jivay are infinite in number. Jiva suffers on account of ignorance 
ol Brahman. Right knowledge of Brahman results in devotion 
(bhakti) towards Brahman. Jiva can get salvation only through 
bhakti. Even in liberation, Jiva does not lose its individuality. 
Rimanujacarya* accepts the Parindmavdda or the satkaryavdda 
which maintains that the effect is nothing but a modification of the 
form of the cause, in which it is already present. 


The Dvaita of Madhvacarya (1200-1280 A.D.) 


This doctrine is simple and easy to understand. Madhvacarya 
accepts some of the tenets advocated by Rāmānujācārya. But, 
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unlike Ramanujacarya, Madhvacarya does not feel compelled to 
establish some kind of unity between Brahman and the world of 
sentient and insentient entities, by some device like conceiving the 
sentient and insentient things as forming the body of Brahman, 
simply because there are some Upanisadic statements which 
apparently declare unity among them. Perhaps he feels that there 
is no difficulty in holding duality (dvaita) in the world since there 
are many Upanisadic statements in support of it and the other 
texts which seemingly assert unity (advaita) can be explained 
away as figurative statements, as done by others. S. Radhakrishnan 
opines that ‘‘different commentators starting with particular beliefs 
force their views into the Upanisads and strain their language so 
as to make it consistent with their own special doctrines’’'. Hence, 
Madhvacarya boldly accepts that the world is real with fivefold 
difference, viz. that between the Jiva and Brahman, between the 
inanimate (world) Jagat and Brahman, between the Jiva and the 
inanimate Jagat, between the Jivas themselves and between matter 
and matter in the inanimate Jagat. 


Madhvicarya holds Brahman as a personality called 
Visnu, having innumerable auspicious qualities and free from 
all impurities. He is all-knowing, all-pervading, all-powerful, 
all-merciful, all-blissful, and free from all limitations of time, 
space and causality. He is saguna. When he is said to be 
nirguna, it only means that He is not associated with the 
attributes of Prakrti, i.e. sattva, rajas and tamas. Madhvacarya 
does not agree with the view that ‘words cannot describe 
Brahman, but they may only suggest or indicate Him’. 
Madhvacarya argues that in that case i.e. if Brahman ts avdcya, 
He cannot be the subject-matter of scriptures. Whenever 
scriptures say that Brahman is indescribable, it only means 
that words fail to describe His limitless qualities fully. Brahman 
is considered as the efficient cause of creation. Madhvacarya 
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attributes an eight-fold' function to Brahman with respect to 
creation. The functions are creation (utpatti), subsistence (sthiti), 
destruction (samhdra), control (niyamana), enlightenment (jAdna), 
obstruction (ajfidna), bondage (bandha), and release (moksa). 
Brahman, Prakrti, Jivas and (the inanimate matter) Jada are all 
real and the latter three exist as subservient to Brahman. Individual 
souls are atomic in size and innumerable in number. Jivas have 
some auspicious attributes like knowledge, bliss etc. resembling 
those of Brahman, to a limited extent; but Jivas suffer in the 
world, because their pristine intelligence and bliss are veiled by 
ignorance (avidya). Knowledge of Brahman obtained by Jiva 
through study and rituals results in devotion (bhakti) towards the 
Lord. Jiva can get salvation only through bhakti. Even in the state 
of release, Jiva retains its individual identity and it can never 
become identical with Brahman. 


The Problem 


All these theologians claim that their doctrines are consistent 
with the Upanisads and the Brahmasittra. With all due respects 
to these great teachers, for a student without any prior belief in 
any particular doctrine, the problem is how the same Brahmasatras 
of Badarayana Vyasa, can advocate such divergent and mutually 
conflicting doctrines, as claimed by the respective protagonists 
of these views. It is true that the Brahmasiutras are extremely 
laconic. So some may argue that because of their cryptic nature, 
the Brahmasitras permit varying interpretations. Swami 
Shivanand, the founder of The Divine Life Society at Rishikesh, 
observes in the introduction to his commentary on Brahamsiitras 
as follows. ‘‘Sanskrit is very elastic. It is like Kamadhenu or 
Kalpataru. You can milk out of it various kinds of Rasas according 
to your intellectual calibre and spiritual experiences. Therefore 
different Acdryas have built different systems of thoughts or cults 
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by interpreting the sitras in their own ways and became founders 
of sects’’. The argument is not convincing. Such a contingency is 
possible in interpreting revealed texts (Sruti), which are intuitive 
expressions of sages. It is also possible in amorous or entertaining 
Sanskrit literature like dramas, poems, novels etc. where a sentence 
may carry different meanings like va@cyartha (primary meaning), 
laksyartha (secondary or indicated meaning) and vyangyartha 
(insinuation). But, that is not expected in Brahmasiitras, which 
are specially composed to set aside conflicts and reconcile the 
purport of Srutis and to pronounce authoritative judgements 
(nirndyakagranthas) on what exactly is the essence of Vedas and 
that too in the language of sitras. In Sanskrit literature, there are 
so many compositions in the form of sätras in different subjects, 
but there are no such reports of conflicting interpretations except 
that in the case of Brahmasiitras. In fact, ‘‘the wise ones call it 
a sūtra, which comprises few words, is free from doubt, is 
meaningful and suggestive of wide meaning and which avoids 
unnecessary details and is free from flaws’’'. There is a customary 
method and practice of exposing a sutra into a full sentence, using 
the agreed techniques (tantra) like continuing a word or two from 
a previous sutra (anuvrtti), repeating a word from the sūtra under 
consideration itself (@vrtti), drawing a word from a next sitra 
(apakarsa), taking a word from the previous governing sūtra 
(adhikara), supplying an ellipsis (Sesaparana, adhyadhara) and 
adding a word or two compatible with the context (yogyata). With 
these techniques it should be possible to amplify each sétra into 
a full sentence and to decipher it. The aim should be to 
understand what the Sitrakara has to convey through each 
sūtra. It is not necessary to prove with the help of other testimonies 
like the Upanisads, the validity of what the sétra declares. As 
already said, Brahmasiittra is one of the three pillars (prasthana- 
traya) on which the edifice of VedantadarSana stands. So it is 
on par with the other two pillars, namely the Upanisads and 
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Bhagavadgita. Therefore, Brahmasitra itself is a self valid 
testimony (svatahsiddha) as a statement pronounced by a credible 
person'. We cannot get a more knowledgeable and trustworthy 
person than Vedavyasa, who is believed to have compiled and 
edited all the four Vedas, eighteen Puranas and composed ‘Jaya’, 
the great epic Mahabharata. 


Some comparative studies on the subject 


On such an important work like Brahmasatra, when there are 
so many divergent commentaries, there have to be some 
comparative studies of varying commentaries. Perhaps, the 
earliest such work could be that by Vydasatirtha. (1460- 1539 
A.D.) In his Tatparyacandrika, he comments on these doctrines 
viz. kevalddvaita, visist@dvaita and dvaita. Some of his 
observations and arguments will be made use of in this work. S. 
N. Dasgupta remarks: ‘‘The logical skill and depth of acute 
dialectical thinking shown by VydAsatirtha stands almost unrivalled 
in the whole of Indian thought’’?. During the modern times, there 
are at least three works in English, which present a comparative 
study of various commentaries on Brahmasitra. The first one is 
‘The Vedanta’ by V. S. Ghate (1918), the second is ‘The Brahma 
Sutra, The Philosophy of Spiritual Life’ by S. Radhakrishnan 
(1959) and the third is ‘The Brahmasitras and Their Principal 
Commentaries’ by B. N. K. Sharma (1971). However, all these 
highly learned and illustrious professors appear rather biassed 
one way or the other. 


A Study by V. S. Ghate 


The study by V. S. Ghate covers the commentaries of as 
many as five commentators, namely, Sankara, Ramanuyja, 
Madhva, Nimbarka (latter half of 13th century A. D.) and Vallabha 
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(16th century A. D.). So, the picture is on a wider canvas. 
Yet, his analysis of various Adhikaranas is very brief. In the first 
Adhyadya, he analyses each Pdda in about 3-4 pages and in the 
second Adhyaya in about 8-9 pages. Against each Adhikarana he 
mentions what that Adhikarana intends to establish. He normally 
does not go to the details of the s#tras and he rarely quotes a siitra. 
Wherever divergent views are there among the commentators he 
mentions the view of each one in one or two sentences; he accepts 
one and criticizes the others. In one Adhikarana he may accept 
one commentator’s view, but in the next Adhikarana he may 
criticize the same commentator’s view. He has tried to remain 
objective and unbiassed. In his preface to the work, the author 
remarks: “‘If this venture of mine succeeds in arousing some 
interest in Sanskrit Philosophy, and more particularly in removing 
the idea, which is now current in Europe that the sum of the 
Vedanta is to be found in the system of Sankara, I shall consider 
that my labour will not have been in vain’’'. But in spite of all 
this attempt to remain unbiassed, certain bias is discernible. S. 
Radhakrishnan observes: ‘‘Like Madhva and Jiva Gosvamin, 
Vallabha holds the Bhdgavata Purdna in high esteem. --- He 
(Vallabha) himself was a follower of Visnu-svamin (fourteenth 
century)---- He (Visnu-Svamin) follows Madhva’s views except 
that he advocates the worship of Rādhā along with that of Krsna’’?. 
So the views of Vallabhacarya are not expected to be drastically 
different from those of Madhvacarya. But even when Madhvacarya 
and Vallabhacarya hold the same view on a sūtra (BS. 2-3-29), 
V. S. Ghate remarks: ‘‘I am inclined to believe that, on the whole, 
the interpretations as proposed by Nimbarka and Vallabha (16" 
century) are most satisfactory and least far-fetched’’>. But in the 
case of Madhvacarya (13th century), the author grudgingly remarks: 
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**Madhva’s interpretation also of this particular sūtra is quite good; 
but his splitting up of what forms a single Adhikarana according 
to others into so many different Adkikaranas is anything but 
satisfactory’’'!. The author observes: ‘‘Madhva also follows 
Nimbarka’’?. According to S. Radhakrishnan, Nimbarka was born 
about half-a-century later than Madhva*. Then who can follow 
whom? At the introductory stage itself the author opines that “‘the 
very fantastic and forced manner in which he (Madhvacarya) 
interprets many of the sitras leaves no doubt about the fact that 
he would have even set aside the siitras altogether, but that their 
uncontested authoritativeness prevented him from doing so’”*. 
The author’s concluding remarks start with Madhvacarya: *‘To 
begin with, the commentary of Madhva is evidently inferior in 
character and is a performance of little or no merit. His 
interpretations differ from those of the rest very widely and in a 
very large number of cases; but the reader has seen that in a 
majority of instances, his explanations are far-fetched, fantastic 
and too sectarian in character; the scriptural passages he refers 
to for discussion more often belong to the Sanzhitds than to the 
Upanisads, a procedure, which can be easily explained by the 
fact that it is very difficult for him to find in the Upanisads a 
support for his own doctrine’’®. What is wrong in differing from 
others? In fact he is possibly the first commentator to come out 
completely from the then prevailing belief that ‘the sum of the 
Vedanta is to be found in the system of Sankara’, as desired by 
the author. Further, is it a defect to quote samhitds? In order to 
get to the depth of the topic in a sūtra, Madhvacarya quotes not 
only Samhitds but also Bradhmanas, Aranyakas, Ggamas, 
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Mahabharata, Purdnas, and many Upanisads beyond the groove 
of the 4-5 popular Upanisads. He is fully aware of the Sutrakdara’s 
teaching that Brahman can be known only through the Sastra 
(Sdstrayonitvat BS. 1-1-3) and Séstra includes all these and not 
merely a few popular Upanisads. In fact he deserves loud applause 
for his ability to refer to such a wide range of scriptures. V. S. 
Ghate finally rejects the doctrines of all these five commentators. 
Whether the author accepts one doctrine or another or none, is 
a subjective matter. He may not be biassed towards anyone of 
these commentators. But the author’s unsavoury remarks against 
one commentator, are indicative of an inherent whimsical bias 
against that commentator and the consequent perfunctory reading 
of his commentary. 


A study by S. Radhakrishnan 


S. Radhakrishnan covers a still wider range of commentaries. 
He takes into consideration twelve commentators namely Sankara, 
Bhaskara, Yadava Prakasa, Rāmānuja, Madhva, Nimbarka, 
Srikantha, Sripati, Vallabha, Suka, Vijiidna-bhiksu and Baladeva. 
In the preface to his book ‘Brahmasiitra’, he says : **In this book 
I have followed principally Sankara’s commentary---’’!. In his 
analysis of Brahmasitras, the author considers each siitra 
separately. He first translates the sūtra as it stands, supplying 
the ellipses if necessary. He gives the meaning of each word in 
the sūtra. Then he gives a gist of Sankaracarya’s commentary on 
that sitra, fairly in detail. Wherever doctrinal differences are 
found among the commentators he simply expresses the views 
of the other commentators briefly in one or two sentences. 
However, he does not justify why he accepts Sankaricarya’s 
interpretation or why he does not accept the other interpretations. 
The author refers to Madhvacarya’s views in the first four sitfras, 
but one does not find the name of Madhvacarya under any 
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subsequent stra. It does not mean that the author has not taken 
into account Madhvacarya’s views. He does mention 
Madhvacarya’s views at some places but under the name of 18th 
century commentator Baladeva from Bengal. Krsnadasa in his 
Hindi translation of Shribrahmasiitra- govindabhasyam of 
Baladeva, addresses Baladeva as Srimadhvagaudiyavithipathika '. 
Baladeva includes in his list of teachers’, the names of 
Madhvacarya, Padmandabhatirtha, Nrharitirtha, Madhavatirtha, 
Aksobhyatirtha, Jayatirtha, Rajendratirtha and Vydsatirtha. 
All these are the well-known pontiffs of Mādhva tradition. 
Thus Baladeva is a follower of Madhva tradition in which devotion 
to the Supreme Being alone leads one to salvation. Opinions 
are normally attributed to the pioneer. S. Radhakrishnan himself 
says: ‘“‘Bengal Vaisnavism developed by Caitanya (A.D. 1485- 
1533) is greatly influenced by the teachings of Madhva. --- 
Baladeva is said to have lived about the beginning of the 
eighteenth century--- His views are based on the doctrine of 
Madhva and the teachings of Caitanya’’*. The attempt seems 
to be to banish an unlikeable name by ignoring to mention it. 
This is not expected of an illustrious philosopher teacher. 
This shows on the part of the author, an overt bias towards 
Sankaricdrya and a covert bias against Madhvacirya. 


A Study by B. N. K. Sharma 


B. N. K. Sharma makes a study of only the three principal 
commentaries viz. those of Sankara, Rāmānuja and Madhva. This 
work appears to have been carried out with an express intention 
of countering the injustice caused to Madhva’s commentary at the 
hands of many modern scholars like those shown above. In his 
preface to the book ‘The Brahmasttras and their Principal 
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Commentaries’, the author says: “‘By way of gently but firmly 
disengaging the study of the sūtras from the excessive hold of the 
Sankara-bhisya, I have taken the lead in commencing this study 
of the siitras with Madhva’s interpretation. This may help the reader 
to adapt himself to looking at the sétras in fresh light regardless 
of what he has been conditioned to expect to find in them. In most 
of the known works in English, written specially on the 
Brahmasiitras, Madhva's interpretations have generally been ignored 
or have been only perfunctorily ‘noticed’; or else dismissed in a 
few words as ‘a performance of little or no merit’. This injustice 
to one of our principal commentators on the siifras has to be 
remedied by the new generation of scholars’’'. Thus, the author 
takes up the position at the other extreme end. Each chapter of this 
work, is an essay on an Adhikarana. In that the author first establishes 
the purport of that Adhikarana according to Madhvacarya, supported 
by a number of quotations from the scriptures, Madhvacarya’s 
bhasya and other further commentaries and glosses like 
Tattvaprakasika, Tatparyacandrikaé and others. Then he gives in 
a nutshell the interpretations of Sankaracarya and Rimanujacarya, 
quoting along with them extracts from the commentaries on them 
like BhGmati and Kalpataru. Further, under the heading ‘criticism’ 
the author brings forth the flaws and inconsistencies in these 
interpretations mostly with the help of Tatparyacandrikda. Thus, in 
this study, naturally the author is avowedly biased towards 
Madhvacarya. 


The Concept of the Supreme Being 


It is said earlier that a number of philosophical systems and 
theories arose in India, all aiming to remove the confusion in the 
minds of people caused by the multiplicity of deities and duties, 
and all promising to bring salvation. Brahmasiitras were 
necessitated when the other systems, both orthodox and heretical, 
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failed to kindle enthusiasm among people. The five orthodox 
systems failed to impress the people and became part of history 
because they were dry theories where there was no primacy for 
the Supreme Being. It is seen that out of the three factors of the 
world, Jiva, Jagat and isvara, the first two are discernible, one 
being self-evident and the other being perceptible. The problem 
is about comprehending the /Svara, the Supreme Being, and His 
relation with the first two, which can be known only through 
scriptures. The heretical systems like Jainism and Buddhism which 
tried to explain the world ignoring the Supreme Being, and 
concentrated on personal discipline to get out of suffering, did not 
survive the test of time. Jainism. exists today in some small 
pockets of India. Buddhism, however logical, psychological, ethical 
and practical it may be, soon met its ‘waterloo’ in India for want 
of the concept of God in it. S. Radhakrishnan describes the fall 
of Buddhism in India as follows. ‘“The old Buddhism, which 
denied the very being of God, offered no hope of human A. 


immortality and looked upon life as misery, love of life as the 
greatest evil, and the end of man is the extinction of all desire, 
lost its power. --- Even Buddhism could thrive only by accepting 
Brahmanical gods. Early Buddhism included Indra, Brahma and 
other divinities. The new converts carried into it much of their 
reverence for the old gods. The Hinayana accepted Brahma, Visnu 
and Narayana in their own names. The Mahayana, we have seen, 
never seriously opposed itself to the Hindu doctrines and practices. 
It elaborated the mythology and spoke of a hierarchy of divine 
prades and capacities, at the head of which was Adi Buddha. 
While Brahmins looked upon Buddha as an incarnation of Visnu, 
the Buddhists returned the compliment by identifying Visnu, with 
Bodhisattva Padmapani, called AvalokiteSvara. ---- When 
Braihmanical faith inculcated universal love and devotion to God 
and proclaimed Buddha to be an avatar of Visnu, the death knell 
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of Buddhism in India was sounded. --- Buddhism died a natural 
death’’'. One can see in Bangkok, that even now the king of 
Thailand who is a Buddhist by religion, has maintained on his pay- 
roll some Brahmin priests, called ‘Bram’, and invites them on some 
special occasions to his palace for invoking the Vedic gods and 
seeking their blessings for the Royal family. The present king 
himself is known as the ninth Rama. In the capital city Bangkok, 
in every huge commercial building housing Govt. offices and 
public sector corporations etc., at the main gate one can find a 
cabin-like temple with an idol of the deity, four-faced Brahma. 
Thus, the concept of a superhuman power, the Supreme Being 
behind the world, and reverence towards that power is an inevitable 
part of human culture and psyche, particularly in India, howsoever 
one may deny it. It cannot be simply brushed aside as a figment 
of superstition. Therefore, ‘The Concept of Brahman, the Supreme 
Being, in Brahmasiatras’ is worth studying since the sittras are 
recognized as forming the ‘manual of Vedanta’, which tells the 
essence of Vedas. 


The scope of this study 


This topic mentioned above is covered in the first two Adhyayas 
of Brahmasitras and hence those two Adhyayas only will be 
looked into in this work. What one should do after knowing the 
Supreme Being or what are the means available to a Jiva for 
achieving deliverance from the transmigratory bondage, or what 
will a Jiva get after release etc. are the topics of later concern. 
They are the topics considered in the third and fourth Adhyayas, 
which will be dealt with in another work. 


As mentioned earlier, there are twenty-nine Vedāntins who 
have given different interpretations of Brahmasitras. Each 
Vedāntin has his own doctrine to teach and he claims to have 
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derived his doctrine from these s#tras only. Going through all these 
commentaries becomes too unwieldy. In order to have a cross- 
sectional view of this panorama, one may study the commentaries 
of Sankaracdrya, Rāmānujācārya and Madhvacarya only. The 
divergent doctrines of these three Acdryas are seen earlier in a 
nutshell. Comparative studies of the varying commentaries by three 
modern scholars have been reviewed and it has been observed that 
cach one of them has his own axe to grind. 


Ignoring these doctrinal differences and attempts to read one’s 
own doctrine in the Brahmasitras, one should try to know what 
the Sätrakāra intends to tell us through these siitras, depending 
on the syntax and semantics of the words used in the siitras. The 
endeavour should be to expand each si#tra into a full sentence 
(vrtti), using the customary techniques like anuvriti, dvrtti etc. 
and then to arrive at the meaning depending on the available 
common knowledge of grammar, lexicon, logic etc., irrespective 
of whether it agrc.s or disagrees with some Upanisadic statements. 
It is really a daunting task. 


Selection of a reference text 


The sitras are in the nature of decisions on the doubtful topics 
in Vedanta. The keywords in the siitras are topic-specific in order 
to help locating the topics, and the sétras appear enigmatic till 
the topics are located. Therefore one needs a classical commentary 
for reference since the commentator would be conversant with all 
the branches of learning and the ambiguous subjects therein. 


The commentaries of Sankaricirya and Rāmānujācārya are 
inthe style of traditional lengthy disputation or debate. The reader 
pels confused as to whether the sūtra intends to tell all this. 
On the other hand, Madhvacarya’s comments in his 
Krahmasutrabhdasya are too brief. He just throws some hints for 
understanding the sutras. At some places he simply quotes a 
statement from Veda or Upanisad or a verse from a Purana, from 
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which the student is expected to guess what the sitra has to tell. 
So a direct reading will not suffice. To understand Madhvacarya’s 
comments one needs another commentary on it like that of 
Jayatīrtha. Possibly Madhvacarya assumes that the student of 
Brahmasitra is wellversed in Sdstra and not a novice. Perhaps 
that is why some scholars either dismiss his commentary as a 
performance of little or no merit, or ignore it. Jayatirtha’s 
Tattvaprakasika and Vyasatirtha’s Tatparyacandrikd, though 
brilliant works, are also in the style of lengthy dialectics like that 
of Sankaricarya. V. S. Ghate, in his work, just makes some 
remarks on a few traditional commentaries and does not go into 
the details of the sūtra. S. Radhakrishnan refers to each sutra, gives 
the meaning of words in the sitra, supplies the necessary additional 
words and makes a full sentence. Then he gives a gist of 
Sankardcadrya’s comments and some remarks of other 
commentators. But he does not use the established techniques like 
anuvirtti etc. while supplying the additional words. So the meaning 
of the sūtra appears unconvincing. BNK Sharma has written an 
essay on each Adhikarana. He has written extensively quoting 
extracts from a large number of works. The language is lucid. But 
his style is the same traditional one of disputation and he has 
used the customary techniques of deciphering a sūtra occasionally. 
However, there is a rare work on Brahmasitras by 
Raghavendratirtha (1595-1671 A.D.). In this, for each sūtra he 
first states which additional words are to be brought in as per the 
techniques viz. anuvrtti, avrtti, adhydhara etc., then gives the full 
exposition of the stra and then interprets each word depending 
on the context. The techniques of interpreting a siitra, like anuvrtti 
etc. are known as ‘tantra’. So the work has been aptly named 
as ‘Tantradipika’, the one that throws light on the techniques used 
in interpreting the siitra. Vasudevasastri Abhyankar' considers this 
work as an independent commentary on Brahmasitra. BNK 
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Sharma exclaims- ‘‘It is a marvel of brevity, clarity and adequacy 
of explanation’’'. This work is of immense help in understanding 
the import of the sitras. It is true that Raghavendratirtha was a 
pontiff in Madhvacarva’s tradition. So his interpretation can not be 
at variance with the doctrine of Madhvacarya. But a student of 
philosophy need not worry on this point. His approach is expected 
to be open minded. The aim in going through the writings of so 
many theologians and teachers is to understand the import of the 
stitras from the words therein and the internal dynamics of the 
stitras. It is not aimed at rejecting all the existing doctrines. In the 
endeavour if one finds a convincing interpretation of sūtras and 
it agrees with the doctrine of a well-known teacher, it is an occasion 
to rejoice. Hence, the ‘Jantradipika’ of Raghavendratirtha has 
been selected for reference. 


The Methodology followed 


In order to arrive at a clear concept of Brahman, The Supreme 
Being, the sätras in Adhydaya I and II would be analysed in the 
following pages. For each sūtra, in addition to the words therein, 
a minimum number of words necessary for composing an 
exposition of the sétra would be selected in keeping with the 
established techniques of anuvrtti etc. The siitra would be blown 
into a full sentence in the form of Naiydyika’s syllogism, ‘‘the 
mountain has fire because it has smoke’’’. It would have a clear 
proposition (pratijid) and a reason or probans (hetu). The 
exposition (vrtii) would show the import of the siitra. The additional 
words supplied on account of anuvrtti etc. would be normally on 
the authority of Tantradipika. Therefore, no specific reference 
to Tantradipika would be shown in the footnote for each sūtra. 
Occasionally a word or phrase or the format would be taken from 
other works if it is found simpler and more expressive. At such 
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places, reference to the concerned text would be specifically 
shown in the footnotes. Naturally the import of a sūtra thus 
obtained would be the view of Madhvacarya only, but arrived at 
on the basis of syntax and semantics of the wording in the satra, 
which is not always explicitly expressed by him in his 
Brahamsitrabhdsya. Then a comparative study would be made 
of the purports arrived at by the three commentators namely 
Sankaracarya, Rimanujacdrya and Madhvacarya. They might agree 
on the purport of some sétras and differ on others. Wherever they 
differ, the three interpretations would be discussed with due respect, 
and they would be looked into to see which one would be the most 
convincing to a person without prior affiliation to any particular 
doctrine, and which interpretation would not, and why. Extracts 
from various texts referred to in the discussion would be given 
in the footnotes. The whole exercise would be in twelve chapters. 
These introductory paragraphs form chapter I. The analysis of 
sutras in the first and second Adhyayas of the Brahmasitra would 
be presented in chapters II to XI. Chapter XII would include 
conclusions, findings and a pen-picture of Brahman, the Supreme 
Being, as conceived in Brahmasitras. 


wut 


Chapter II 
Introduction to Adhyaya I 


The first Adhydya is called Samanvayddhyaya. In this the 
Sutrakdra is achieving sa@strasamanvaya in Brahman, i.e. he shows 
how all the names, comprising a word or a phrase, in Vedas go 
to describe Brahman the Supreme Being, which is the quest of 
ull philosophy and which is the topic chosen for study in this 
work, The names in the Vedas can be broadly divided into four 
proups. (i) There are some words like Narayana, Visnu etc., which 
we popularly understood to be signifying the Supreme Being and 
therefore there is no need to show that they denote the Supreme 
Being. They are termed as Tatra- prasiddhasabdas (ii) There are 
some other words and phrases like Akasa, Jyotis etc., which are 
popularly understood to be denoting some entity other than the 
Supreme Being. They are known as Anyatraprasiddhasabdas. 
(111) Some words and phrases are capable of denoting both Brahman 
and things other than Brahman, e.g. Aksara. They are called 
t bhayatraprasiddhasabdas. (iv) There are some words and phrases 
like Duhkhin, Tuccha etc., which are used solely to denote entities 
other than Brahman, whose usage therein is supported by scriptural 
stalements and which nobody would like to use with reference 
to Brahman. These are known as Anyatraivaprasiddhasabdas. 


Each of these classes of words and phrases can be further 
subdivided into two divisions, one of proper names 
(ndindtmakasabdas or dharmibodhakasabdas) like kamala 
denoting lotus and vrksa denoting a tree, and another division of 
significant terms (litigatmakasabdas or dharmabodhakaSsabdas) 
like parikaja (lotus) meaning that which takes birth in mud and 
padapa (tree) meaning that which drinks from the roots. 


This Adhyaya has four chapters called Pādas. The first Pada 
deals with Anyatraprasiddha-nadmdatmakaSabdas. The second Pdda 
considers Anyatraprasiddha-lingdtmakaSsabdas. Both the 
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nāmātmaka and liigdtmaka terms falling in the category of 
Ubhayatraprasiddhasabdas are dealt with in Pada 3. Pada 4 
takes up both the nāmātmaka and lingatmaka terms among the 
Anvatraivaprasiddhasabdas. It appears that the samanvaya of 
those terms. which are easier to comprehend are taken first and 
those, which are comparatively difficult to understand are deferred 
to later chapters. This is just a broad arrangement of work and 
the chapters are not water-tight divisions. There could be some 
exceptions here and there. 


Sankaracarya holds as follows. The first Pada discusses the 
texts which contain clear indications of Brahman as their subject 
matter (Spastabrahmalingavdkydni) and the second and the third 
Padas deal with texts which contain uncertain marks of Brahman 
(Aspastabrahmalingavakyani)'. The fourth Pada establishes that 
the Sankhya Pradhana is no-where recognized in the Veddnta (i.e. 
the Upanisads), as the cause of the world. With this classification 
there would be many overlappings of the bases of classification 
and many exceptions. Moreover, if the fourth Pdda is meant to 
criticize the Sarikhya-Pradhana, it deserves to be included in the 
second Adhydya (Avirodhddhydya) and it goes against the plan 
of the Satrakdra to include it in this Samanvayddhyaya. Hence 
this classification does not appear to be satisfactory. 


According to Ramanujacarya the first Pada defines Brahman 
as the cause of the world and ‘“‘rules out the improbability 
(asambhava) of the definition by showing in the rest of the 
Adhikaranas of the first Pada that Brahman is invariably the 
cause of all. The other three Padas refute the objection of ativyapti 
or over-pervasion of the definition by excluding the causality of 
others (anyayogavvavaccheda). Of these, Pada 2 discusses, 


| RÀ R ---- TAPER aea aA aaa Pia gà 
amA aA aeaa iR aaa fedraqdta wel ÀA | 
(S. BSB. 1-2-1). 
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‘Aspastalingas’ i.e. uncertain marks relating to Jivas, Prana, 
Buddhi etc.; Pada 3 discusses ‘Spastalingas’ i.e. clear indications 
of the same entities and Pdda 4 texts which contain very clearly 
expressed grounds in favour of the Pa#rvapaksas in support of 
Prakrti, Jivas etc.’’'. This classification also would not be very 
satisfactory because Ramanujacarya removes the possibility of 
ativydpti of the definition in Pradhdna in the fifth Adhikarana 
at Pada 1, and that in Jiva in BS. i-1-18, and it renders the 
remaining three Pddas superfluous. 


were 


~ 


| aa BÀ RARETAT: sem è akae aAa cats 
eiar SRRA rea Beha eae aaa eR 
“aed fara gag: (TC. I. p. 88) (BNK. L p. 27). 


Chapter HI 
Adhyaya I, Pada 1 
(JARAT WAR: OTe: l) 


1 AARU | 
ll do Seal aAA A (1-1-1) 
AA ATTA SATS UAE ARAL Se: STURT STATE 


CIRSACA FAT: GAAS ATTAIN ISAT ala 
IRA Adea | dea ef ats: | 

Then, after studying the scriptures and cultivating self- 
control, one should enquire into the nature of Brahman, as 
told in the Sruti ‘‘enquire into That” (Tait. Up. 3-1), by 
listening to the various teachings of Veda and reflecting on 
them, because that knowledge and the resulting composure 
would lead to liberation. The word ‘kartavya’ (cught to be done) 
is supplied to complete the construction. 


“Athāto Brahmajijfidsa’', the very first aphorism (sérra) in 
Brahmasiitras, is like an author’s foreword to his work in which 
the author specifies the four parameters (Anubandhacatustaya) of 
the work. They are: (1) Adhikdrin i.e. one who can study the book 
or for whom the book is written; (2) Visaya i.e. the subject 
discussed in the book; (3) Phala i.e. fruit for which one should 
study the book or that which one would get after studying the 
book and (4) Sambandha i.e. the correlation between the above 
three. ` 


The word ‘Onr is used at the beginning because it is considered 
as auspicious. Tradition prescribes that while reciting the 
Brahmasitras, the word ‘Om should be used at the beginning 
and at the end of each sutra. In addition to auspiciousness, the 
purpose could be to avoid the possible mixup of the sé#tras during 
the oral transfer from one generation to another. The term ‘atha’ 
(then) is also believed to be auspicious. In addition, it expresses 
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the sense of immediate sequence (@nantarya). It means immediately 
after the student becomes eligible (Adhika@rin) to study 
Brahmasutras, having studied first the requisite scriptural texts 
like Samhita, Aranyaka, Upanisad etc. Otherwise the student will 
not understand the topics being discussed, arguments being made 
and the conclusions being arrived at. The term ‘atah’ (therefore) 
indicates the purpose of this enquiry into Brahman, which leads 
to the liberation from worldly sufferings and accomplishment of 
enquiry. The compound Brahmajijidsd is to be resolved as 
Brahmanah jijfiasa. The word brahmanah is in genitive case and 
the Brahman is the object of enquiry (karmani sasthi )'. 


According to Sankaracirya? the word ‘atha’ (then) means 
fier acquiring the four requisites namely (1) discrimination between 
the eternal and non-eterna! things, (ii) aversion to the enjoyment 
of fruits of actions here and in the next world, (111) possession of 
equanimity and (iv) the desire for release. The word ‘atah’ 
(therefore) means, for the reason that the knowledge of Brahman 
alone can lead to eternal bliss. 


Ramanujdcarya takes the word ‘atha’ as indicative of 
immediate succession. The word ‘atah’ suggests the cause of 
something that has happened. Thus the first sétra, according to 
Ramanujacarya, means: ‘‘After an enquiry into the ritualistic 
portion of the Vedas one comes to know that results acquired 
hy mere sacrifices etc. are ephemeral; on the contrary the result 
of the knowledge of Brahman is eternal. As such an enquiry 
tito Brahman should be taken up’’*. Under this sätra there is a 
lengthy discussion in which Ramanujacarya severely criticizes 
the Mayavada or Kevalddvaita doctrine advocated by 
Sankaracarya. 


| wenn freer sft HAT A BATA: | (TDK. 1-1-1). 
' SRK. p. 227. 
| Stibhayya- SV. p. 81. 
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Thus, the Sätrakāra initiates an enquiry into Brahman, in this 
first sātra. But, who or what is this Brahman? In the next satra, 
Badarayanavyiasa defines the Brahman, that we are asked to 
enquire into. 


2 Tear | 
Il go aAA Aa: ge (1-1-2) 


qa gye: afefa arad) aea sfhaca Peefaarcnaca 


On account of the term ‘yatah’ in the sätra, the word ‘tat’ 
is obtained. Brahman is that from which proceed origin, etc. 
i.e. origin, subsistence, destruction, control, enlightenment, 
nescience, bondage and liberation of this known animate and 
inanimate world. 


This satra gives the characteristic marks (laksana) of Brahman. 
Based on a passage from Tairtirtya Upanisad ', Sankaracarya and 
Ramanujacarya have taken the term ‘janmd@di’ to include only 
creation, subsistence and destruction. Following a verse? from 
Skanda Purana, Madhvacarya has taken the term ‘janmddi’ to 
include creation, subsistence, destruction, control (Niyamana), 
enlightenment (dana), nescience (ajfiana), bondage (bandha) 
and release (moksa). Thus, this sūtra defines Brahman, the Supreme 
Being as the source of this eight-fold dispensation of the Universe. 
V. S. Ghate opines? that “this definition of Brahman is very 
important, because, at the very threshold of the work, it gives a 
1 ae at gata yori Soe) aa atl Taira aaa aA | 

ag aaga | ag A gd | (Tait. Up. 3-1). 
2 scifafeatadera Pagana: | 


aa YT TEA A ERAN I (Thame M. BSB. 1-1-2). 
3 VSG. p. 53. 
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knock to the doctrine of Sankara, according to whom Brahman 
proper is merely existence, intelligence and bliss (sat, cit, Gnanda); 
while it is lower Brahman which, associated with Maya, produces, 
sustains and destroys the world, which has nothing but a 
phenomenal existence." 


S. Radhakrishnan writes': **...the world is like a dream or an 
illusory cognition. It exists as it is perceived. It has no other 
independent existence except the fact of its perception. It has 
Brahman for its basis. The concrete appearances are impositions 
on this unchanging reality. They are not the effects of Brahman, 
for Brahman is not upaddna or the material cause of the world 
ol objects’’. But these concepts of Vivartavdda ° (i.e. the doctrine 
that the world is a phenomenal appearance of Brahman) are not 
visible in this svrra. 


The next sūtra specifies the means of knowing the Brahman, 
defined here above. 


a Sreaifatcaeraorey | 
a An , 
go medad, S (1-1-3) 


Na RERA RA TAT | TET SOATEST AAT 
ea Aq: aga Rear AA: AER TOT Ea Te TROT 
Wa Wd: Tei TG SANT: SIT! 


The words ‘asya janmadikdranasya’ are obtained trom the 
pevious sutra. The means of knowing that Brahman, the cause 
wf origin etc. of the world, is through scriptures (sastra) 
comprising Vedas and other texts faithful to them and 
ultributed to human authors, and therefore Brahman is not 
knowable by any other means. 


VOSRK. p 34. 
MMP p. 339, 
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The means of knowledge are, broadly speaking, taken as 
three: (i) direct perception (pratyaksa) (11) inference (anumdna) 
and (111) authoritative word (sabda). These are known as Pramanas. 
This sétra tells that, that Brahman who has been defined as the 
cause of creation etc. of this world can be known only through 
Scriptures. Scriptures (sdstra) are the only authoritative literature 
for knowing Brahman. 


Sankaracarya has given two interpretations of this sūtra. In 
the first, the word S@strayonih is treated as a Tatpurusa compound, 
which gives a meaning sastrasya yonih i.e. (Brahman is) the 
originator of Scriptures. In the second one, the word is treated 
as a Bahuvrīhi compound, which gives a meaning Sdastram yonih 
(pramanam) yasya i.e. one who can be known through Scriptures, 
as already stated above. The first interpretation is not accepted 
by other commentators, though Indian tradition believes that Vedic 
Scriptures originated from Brahman. For, it does not fit in the 
sequence of ideas between sitras 1, 2, and 3, whereas the second 
one does. Moreover, when the creation of the whole world is 
attributed to Brahman in the previous stra, the origination of 
Scriptures is included in that. Sastra for Sankaracarya includes 
the four Vedas, the epics, the purdnas and other branches of 
learning Vidyasthana'. However, in his commentary he mostly 
refers to Upanisads only. Madhvacirya gives a similar liberal 
explanation of the term Sastra. It includes Vedas, Epics, Puranas, 
Pañcarātras and whatever else is in conformity with their 
teachings °. The Scriptures’ are not only the only means of knowing 
Brahman but they are also meant only to expound and establish 
Brahman. 


1 SRK. p. 242. 

AT ATA ARE ERE ETAT a rata i HS ATCT aA 
Bre ARL AASA Tease Aa Wel Fact qa (M. BSB. 1-1-3). 

3 aga adea JA: I (BG. 15-15). 


to 
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4 FAeqaMIhUoTy | 
Having told that the Brahman can be known only through 


Scriptures, the author prescribes here the modus operandi of 
interpreting the Scriptures in order to understand Brahman. 


I se ag aA, 30 i (1-1-4) 


According to Sankaricarya this sātra states as follows'. That 
Krahman who is said to be the cause of creation, sustenance and 
destruction of the world, is understood from scriptures only. 
Whence? For, the purports of statements in all scriptural texts 
vonsistently and harmoniously arrive at this meaning. 


Ramanujacarya understands the sétra differently as shown 
below. “"The word ‘tu’ is for the purpose of removing the doubt 
put forward- ‘tar’ - having the Sastra alone as the authority in the 
vase Of Brahman- is certainly possible. Whence? On account of 
ihe Samanvaya (co-relation). ‘Samanvaya’ means relation with 
the nature of human purpose in life, on account of the relation 
with reference to Brahman, the highest human purpose in life, as 
the object fit to be denoted’’*. This interpretation appears clumsy 
wud not convincing. 


Madhvacarya understands the sūtra in the same way as 
Sankaracarya has, but he throws more light on the prefix sam in 
the satra, The exposition of the sd@rra ts: 


WAT Weed a m aM Wi Fd: GA 
A] ATA, THOMA CTA | 


The One to be comprehended from scriptures, is that 
Hrahman the author of creation etc. of the world, only; whence? 
For, the main purport of all the scriptural texts arrived at 
wer their exegetical interpretation, is to that effect. 


| od) aa meake aaea ARA | aL! aaa! aNg e 
wag area asd, Taeardea sfeqrencda UAPA | (S. BSB. 1-1-4). 


'  Subhdsya - RDK. I-1-4. 
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The term Sdastrayoni is continued here from the previous 
sūtra. Tu is in the sense of ‘only’. The prefix sar applies to both 
the terms anvaya and Sastra and therefore signifies two things. 
When applied to s@stra, sam refers to the main harmonious purport 
of the entire range of scriptures'. Secondly, Samanvaya means 
proper exegetical interpretation i.e. a critical explanation normally 
adopted in philosophy. Madhvacarya refers to the practice in 
vogue in Indian philosophy’. The evidences (pramdna) on which 
the purport is to be determined (tafparyalingas) are (i) Upakrama 
(commencement of the text), (ii) Upesamhdara (conclusion), (111) 
Abhyasa (repetition), (iv) Apurvata (novelty), (v) Phalam 
(fruitfulness), (vi) Arthavdda (eulogistic or deprecatory references) 
and (vii) Upapatti (logical justification). These have an ascending 
order of strength, i.e. each one is stronger than the earlier one’. 
In fact all these are logical justifications only, but some are 
particularized, in order to indicate their mutual strengths. Along 
with these, another set of logical justifications is to be accepted. 
They are Sruti, Liga, Vakya, Prakarana, Sthana, and Samakhya. 
These are the six modes of evidence accepted by Parvamimdamsakas 
for interpreting the Vedic injunctions and these have a descending 
order of strength’. 


Jayatirtha explains these terms Sruti etc. in his own way, and 
tells why they differ in their strengths’. Śruti is the declaration 
of an import by a word according to convention (radhdrthanirdeSa). 
A word or a phrase which tells an uncommon or special 
characteristic of a thing ts called as Liiga. A group of words 


1 amaA add) Ra aidaa ame rata | aed reed qeaed ard: 
(TDK. 1-1-4). 

TURAN AAS aS! sea a fox ead 1 

(M. BSB. 1-1-4), 

Rami TS OAL! (AV. 1-1-4) BNK l. p. 85. 
apiaqaremameeceeneaat BAT MÈRE, RIRE (PMS. 3-3-14). 
ara AA: AR RA RR PRERA RAI 
TERTATA SRO AARRE AE ETTA 
SARE: UMEN (TP. 1-3-24). 


n e w 
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which have fulfilled their mutual expectations for rendering 
a complete sense or thought, is known as a Vadkya. A number of 
sentences which establish a thing to be proved form a Prakarana. 
Sthāna is a group of Prakaranas which establish a number 
of things but their purport is one. A parallel or synonymous 
statement of a topic established elsewhere is known as Samakhyd. 
Among these, Sruti is the strongest since it directly conveys 
the meaning’. Since Liriga conveys the meaning by inference, 
it conveys later than Sruti. Therefore it is considered as 
weaker than Sruti. Vakya is weaker than the Linga because 
it infers the meaning after considering the meanings of many 
words therein. An import is inferred from a Prakarana 
alter considering the meaning of a number of sentences and 
therefore a Prakarana is weaker than a Vakya. Sthana conveys 
an implied sense inferred from the imports of a number of 
Prakaranas and therefore it is taken as weaker than Prakarana. 
Samākhyā conveys a meaning inferred from its resemblance to 
an import established elsewhere in a Sthāna, and hence it is 
considered as weaker than the Sthana. While considering the 
mutual strengths of these evidences including the earlier Upakarma 
etc., one should note that if an evidence, though naturally weak, 
has no scope for alternate interpretation, it overrides another 
evidence which is naturally stronger but has scope for another 
meaning’. 


Madhvācārya holds that when there are conflicting 
slilements in scriptural texts, the purports of the texts are to be 
determined with due regard to these /@tparyalingas and their 
wlative strengths?. 


BEEE erage ATA Aaa TAEL FORA SITEA SHANA AAT ARTA 
qaaa adada signe, sash Ader) cE gie 
avait geared a A aag A aA aiaa aA 
ET | CART: CEA: ARAFAT SigA, ASÀ gda 
(YP. 1-3-24). 

+ EER egs aeaa AAR EAR (TP. 1-3-24). 

1 Maanfcarcqdiog: ag eÀ dda MRTA (M. BSB. 1-1-4). 
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Vyasatirtha drives home the necessity of such a rigorous 
analysis of scriptural statements in his own poctic style. He says': 
‘‘The taste of sugarcane-juice certainly cannot be felt just by 
licking the sugarcane and not certainly without squeezing it’ 
Thus the term Samanvaya in the sétra implies (i) a purport arrived 
at after subjecting the scriptural texts to such a proper rigorous 
exegetical interpretation and (ii) a comprehensive harmonious 
principal purport of scriptures. 


In this Adhikarana, the Sūtrakāra just indicates the method 
he is going to adopt in the following sirras to arrive at the purport 
of Sastras and to resolve the apparent conflicts in them. He is yet 
to unravel his concepts of Brahman and the world. But 
Sankaracarya introduces a lengthy discussion here and establishes 
the important tenets of Vivartavdda. These concepts of Brahman 
and the world established here are the commentator’s views based 
on the Upanisads. But this study aims at knowing the Satrakara’s 
concepts expressed in the following satras. 


5 Serco | 

Before starting the actual analysis of Scriptural passages, the 
author removes here a possible doubt in the minds of unwary 
students that, when some Scriptural statements clearly declare 
that Brahman cannot be expressed in words, that Brahman is 
absolutely beyond the reach of word and thought, how are we 


going to understand Brahman through Scriptural words only. 
Hence he declares: 


go SAAE, Fo I (1-1-5) 
of e seal i aaa: FET dg REE HATA Sar: 


fea Sere SRA AE (HE) A TTA, STATA 
Ea: i aor 


1 a 1 a AAA ara eae maa a VAT a Byars fashe seat Ag vac 
(TC. 1. p. 60). 


2 gepfterdt gA 1 (Panini 3-3-108 artes) za ore faa fe eae erga Ñf 
Raq e aT ae RA sft ea a fate: Ae: aR: vata: aaa: | 
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The term ‘rar’ is continued from the preceding sitra. That for 
which there is no word to express, is known as ‘agabda’ i.e. 
inexpressible in words. From the term ‘iksateh’ (in the sūtra), 
which points out the use of the root iks (to see), the sense of 
‘seeing’ or ‘knowing’ is understood by secondary signification 
(laksanavriti). 


The Brahman is not inexpressible in words because the 
verb iks (to know) is used. 


Since Brahman cannot be seen through the physical eyes, the 
verbs Tks, dró used with reference to Brahman, have to be 
understood in the sense of knowing. The Sruti statements ‘‘purusam 
tksate’’ '"‘Atmanam paSyet’'* etc. inform us that Brahman can 
be known. Since two negatives are used in the phrase ‘not 
inexpressible in words’, it emphasizes a sense of strong positive 
i.e. ‘certainly and undoubtedly expressible in words’. If Brahman 
is not knowable i.e. beyond human understanding, then all the 
clforts put in studying Vedas and these Brahmasitras etc. are 
futile. If He is knowable, (since, whatever is knowable is namable)? 
Ile can be expressed in words. But some Sruti statements like 
‘vato vadco nivartante’*, ‘ASabdamasparsamariipamavyayam’ í, 
apparently tell that Brahman is beyond words i.e. Brahman 
is inexpressible in words. How are we going to understand 
such statements? The literal meaning of such statements is that 
Brahman cannot be expressed in words. But in exegetic parlance, 
the literal meaning must not be considered if it is opposed to 
the purport arrived at by analyzing the various factors such as 
upakrama etc. Madhvacarya is the first commentator to interpret 
this sūtra in a straightforward manner that Brahman is not 


| & Gasset, Treat gftard gewa ged | (Prasna. Up. 5-5). 

> MAA BAT FAI (Brha. Up. 6-4-23). 

i A Ast oped aaa wad: | (BVB 1-1-5). 

a gasha: saad Gea! (Tarka. 48). 

\ ual ara Aada ANA AAT GE! (Tait. Up. 2-4-22). 

6 IRE aS PR Ta TAL (Katha. Up. 1-3-15). 
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inexpressible in words. According to him, the Sruti statements 
like ‘yato vaco nivartante’ do not totally deny the fact that Brahman 
is expressible in words, but they only indicate that Brahman is 
not fully and completely describable as the characteristics of 
Brahman are infinite. He quotes a beautiful example from 
Garudapurana, to drive home this point. ‘“The wise ones though 
perceiving the expanse of the Meru mountain, (still) perceive it 
not, in its entirety as this much."”! 


Sankaracarya’s interpretation of this sūtra is entirely on a 
different track. According to him this Adhikarana refutes the 
Sdnkhya view that the unintelligent Pradhdna is the cause of the 
world. 


Gi TTS eTA Aa, i Fd: ART Ri ECAR 
MARJA sealed È aL RA aT dard: | Sàgaad, 
BRUTE 2 


Because of seeing (iksateh), the unintelligent Saikhya 
Pradhana, not founded on Scripture, is not the cause of the world. 


This interpretation looks far-fetched. In essence it says :* 
(i) (ald) A (REAT) SETA, (Beg cal) | 
(ii) (ROTA) Sata: ( = gaad) 


This interpretation is not consistent with the sequence of 
ideas in the first four introductory satras. Having started to show 
by proper interpretation (samanvaya), how various words and 
phrases in Sdstra (Scriptures) convey Brahman, in this 
Samanvayadhyaya, the author is not expected to go off track to 
criticize the Sa@ikhya Pradhdna. No doubt, the Sutrakadra has 
refuted the Sa@ikhya philosophy, but he has done so, along with 


| a adhe a4 a aed a a aad) easly a aa ART ee faut: a aida, 
(M. BSB. 1-1-5). 

2 S. BSB. 1-1-5, 

3 BNK. I. p. 90. 
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refutation of other views, in the second Adhydya (Avirodhadhyaya), 
which is meant for refutation of doctrines and dogmas of other 
established schools of philosophy. In the second chapter (pada) 
of second Adhydya, the author has mentioned ten sitras to refute 
the Saikhya views. Therefore, the same is not expected here 
again. While interpreting satra 1-1-18, Sankaracarya again brings 
in Saikhya Pradhana. V. S. Ghate remarks, ‘‘Sankara’s 
interpretation unnecessarily brings in the Pradhdna’’'. 


Secondly, in genera] each Brahmasitra is a proposition in 
which there is an assertion (pratijfid) and a reason or probans 
(hetu) for that. Probans is normally in ablative. For example, the 
mountain has fire (parvato vahnimdn) because of smoke (dhiuimat). 
In this sūtra 1-1-5, there are three words fksateh, na and 
avabdam. Iksateh in the ablative is certainly the word for reason. 
Sankaracarya has treated ‘afabdam’ also as a reason. Then the 
only word left for assertion is ‘na’. The assertion (pratijfia), 
(Pradhanam) na Vagatkaranam)’ is formulated by importing 
words for which there is no justification like continuity (anuvriti) 
or repetition (a@vrtti) from previous sitras. The assertion appears 
more as commentator’s imagination. Moreover, Sankaracarya 
pesents a complicated interpretation involving two distinct 
propositions. It involves a defect, which is known in technical 
parlance as vakyabhedadosa. 


Further, the word ‘asabdam’ has been interpreted as ‘not 
founded on Scripture’. Thus, sabda is taken as Scripture. But, the 
juimary meaning of Sabda is a sound or word. Scripture is the 
wvondary meaning of sabda. The secondary meaning is taken to 
nave the coherence of the sentence, only when the primary meaning 
does not give a coherent sense. Here, there is no such failure of 
the primary sense of the word ‘fabdah’ and yet its secondary 
incining Scripture has been adopted. The proverb ‘gune 
tvanvayakalpand’ allows the concession to forgo a child if it saves 
the mother but not if it harms her. Thus, for the reasons stated 


F 


bove Sañkarācārya’s interpretation is not convincing. 


| VSG, p. 55. 
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The commentators who came after Sankaricdrya, upto 
Madhvacirya, have somehow accepted Sankaracirya’s view of 
this sätra with some changes. Ramanujacarya has taken ‘asabdam’ 
not as a probans but as signifying Pradhdna itself. But it goes 
against his doctrine since Prakrti (acit) is one of the three factors 
cit, acit and Brahman which make up the world according to him. 
Madhvacarya gave his fresh, straightforward and convincing 
interpretation as stated at the beginning of this Adhikarana. 
Commentators like Vallabha and Baladeva who came after 
Madhvacarya have followed Madhvācārya’s view. ! 


When a case comes up for hearing and judgement before a 
court, the point which comes up for decision first is whether the 
court itself has legal jurisdiction over that case or not. The Sätrakāra 
initiates a similar discussion in this Adhikarana. The subject 
matter in the coming sutras, is the enquiry into the nature and 
characteristics of Brahman which can be known only through 
scriptures (sa@sira) and these texts can be in the form of words 
and words only. But, if that Brahman is inexpressible in words 
and beyond the reach of word and thought, as some scriptural 
statements declare so, then the whole exercise of these sitras, 
which are also nothing but words, would be futile. Therefore this 
Adhikarana avers that the Brahman is not inexpressible in words. 
The Sruti statements, which declare that Brahman is beyond 
words, only indicate that the Supreme Being is not fully and 
completely describable in words, since His characteristics are 
infinite. 


The remaining sutras of this Adhikarana are in support of 
the purport of the above one and to ward off certain possible 
objections against that. 


n go TNO ATCHRTERT 30 I (1-1-6) 
Saute: To: Apa sia: sft Aaa sah emerges 


1 BNK 1. p. 90, 


IMS 1-1-6,7] BRAHMAN IN BRAMHASUTRAS 43 


If it be said that what is to be known is the individual soul 
having three gunas (attributes) sattva, rajas and tamas, it is 
not so on account of the word Atman used with reference to 
the object of knowing. 


In the previous sūtra it has been argued that Brahman is 
expressible in words because Brahman is the object of knowing, 
based on Sruti statements ‘purusam iksate’, ‘‘Atmanam pasyet"’ 
vic. F there is a contention that the object to be comprehended 
in the above Sruti statements is the individual soul having three 
wunas, sattva, rajas and tamas, and not Brahman then this sūtra 
declares that it is not so because of the use of the word Atman. 
‘Atman’ primarily means Brahman. 


The word purusa also means Brahman. In the previous sutra 
the word ‘asabdam’ is in neuter gender conforming with the word 
tut’ continued from earlier sé#tra. Here the word gauna is in 
masculine gender in order to be in conformity with the word Afman. 


liven though the word ‘Atman’ is used with reference to the 
ubject of knowing, why cannot the object of knowing be individual 
“aul? To answer this objection, the next sutra says : 


n do dees naaa, A N (1-1-7) 
dka amaaa NAA enaA A aio: IR: | 


The word Atman does not refer to Gauna Jivatman because 
it is told (in Sruti) that one who is devoted to Atman attains 
liberation. 


The doubt mentioned above, arises because the word ‘Atman’ 
is used as a synonym of individual soul ‘jfvatman’ in many places. 
Iherefore, the siitra clarifies that according to Sruti, one who is 
devoted to ‘Atman’ will attain liberation! (moksa), but devotion 
to Gauna jivatman does not lead to liberation and therefore the 


| wearer: siege area aftieaedé Tea Ae: a Aaga a R adea Sal aea 
Ala: a 3 AR TL (Brha. Up. 4-4-13). 
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word Atman does not refer to Gauna Jivdtman. To clarify this 
doubt, Madhvacarya quotes some verses! from Padma Purana. 
Sentient beings are of two types, the individual souls (jfvas) and 
the Supreme Being (Atman). All living beings from Brahmaji (the 
son of Visnu and progenitor of all the world) onwards are jivas 
and Jandrdana (Visnu) alone is Atman. The use of the word 
Atman in others is ina secondary sense. Liberation is accomplished 
only from the knowledge of that Arman who is devoid of gunas 
-sattva, rajas and tamas. Others are bound by these gunas, and 
their knowledge does not lead to the liberation. Visnu is the 
Supreme Being and, therefore, liberation comes from Him only. 


The next s#tra provides another reason why the Gauna 
Jivdtman is not the object of knowing. 


I go aaa H I (1-1-8) 


( AAA) EINAT RAAT HAY BATT IATL 
araa A TOT: FF: | 


Since the Sruti?, (“you know Atman only and reject 
others’’), does not tell to reject, on the contrary it asks not 
to give up the Supreme Being designated by the word Auman 
and to abandon all others, the (Gaunah Jivah) individual soul 
is not denoted by the word Atman. 


The next sutra gives another reason to hold the Supreme 
Brahman, devoid of three gunas as expressible in words. 


I do Ta. ge I (1-1-9) 


a aid ca (ER) | ae Caled tad “aT Ga 
aeai Rena sa wars Pele Eaeried wet a AIAI 


l Aaaeg fea dA ia AR a ori i eA: Se aTclned AAA: Ng 
Sa E RIR: IJA | aaa PRITET AANA Taye: NR I 
Aaea ART) Te Geel feeder: Ea: a 1 

ay oT. (M. BSB. 1-1-7)\ 


2 aaa GE WAY AA So a SY sae Ty Ag: I (Mund. Up. 2-2-5). 
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The word ‘sva’ is to be repeated. On account of One’s 
merger in Oneself expressed in Sruti, Brahman devoid of 
three gunas (sattva, rajas and tamas), is not inexpressible in 
words. 


Here in this sé#fra there is only one word in ablative and it 
is a probans (hetu). But the assertion (pratijfid) is missing. It has 
to be repeated (anuvriti) trom some earlier sutra. The first claim 
is of that in the immediately preceding sara. That assertion is 
‘‘Atmasabdena na gaunah uktah'’. Then the interpretation would 
be that ‘‘the individual soul (Jiva) is not told by the word Annan, 
because Atman is said to merge in itself’’! and that is not expected 
ofan individual soul. But Madhvacarya has not accepted this line. 
According to him, if this stra is another probans for the preceding 
assertion, then the satra would have been ‘'‘svapyaydcca’’. 
Therefore, he has connected this probans with the assertion in the 
lirst (main) sétra of this adhikarana, *‘tad (Brahma) na asabdam"’. 
Thus, Madhvacarya interprets, ‘‘Since Sruti tells (in so many 
words) that Brahman (Atman) (emerges from and) merges in 
itself, it cannot be inexpressible in words’. This interpretation is 
quite convincing. 


If one doubts that in some other branches of Vedas. someone 
cise might have been told as the cause of creation ete., the next 
wira Clears the doubt. 


I $0 TATA. 3 II (1-1-10) 
dr] Weald Ide | Wd: GAAS SAA AACA, 
upega, WA Te | 


The words ‘tattu’ and ‘sastrayoni’ are continued. On account 
wf the uniformity of knowledge (obtainable from all branches 
of Sastra) all the Scriptures expound and establish that 
ltrahman only, (who is the cause of creation etc.). 


14) SICA AA SECs SHI Ua erated a amet wafa | (M. BSB. 1-1-9). 
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Madhvacarya quotes a statement from Paingisruti which 
exactly corroborates the purport of this sutra -‘‘All Vedas and 
reasoning based on evidence convey the same knowledge about 
Brahman. There is no mutual controversy anywhere in Vedas and 
also traditional epics (like Mahabharata)’ '. 


The next satra provides another reason why Brahman is 
considered as expressible. 


i% yaaa go (1-1-11) 
aaa HAM Ta Add | Aq (Hel) A BAe yaa T | 


The words ‘tat na a§abdum’ are continued. That Brahman 
is not inexpressible in words because He is heard (from 
Sruti). 


This sara directly proves that Brahman is not inexpressible 
in words. It says, Madhvacarya remarks, ‘‘That which is 
inexpressible in words is not verily heard.’’* 


Some have put forth a two-tier system of Brahman, one 
without any attributes (nirguna) and the other with attributes 
(saguna). They argue that only saguna Brahman can be expressed 
with the primary sense (abhidhavriti) and nirguna Brahman can 
only be indicated with the secondary signification (/aksandvrtti) 
of words. Madhvacarya quotes a verse? from Svetasvatara 
Upanisad to show that Sruti sings in so many words about nirguna 
Brahman only. He further says that if anything is incapable 
of being expressed by any word whatsoever in language, then 
it cannot be indicated by the secondary signification power of 
words", 


l ae a1 gra: Aaa mi std oe Aaa Saa a fetta: adhd acy aay 
aAA |i (M. BSB. 1-1-10). 


2 aĝ aaa: AÀ I (M. BSB. 1-1-11) 


TA a: ady e: aiai adea | ai: aAA: mi Tar FAS 
fajar No (Śvetā. Up. 6-11). 


4 aa SANA: 1 (M. BSB. 1-1-11). 
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6 Wes] | 

Having cleared the first hurdle that Brahman is not expressible 
in words, the author now proceeds to show by proper exegetical 
interpretation (samanvaya) how certain words and passages in 
Scriptures convey Brahman. He has selected the words in such 
a way that when one word is shown to convey Brahman, the same 
argument can be extended to a number of similar words by 
implication of the analogous (upalaksana). Thus by discussing 
some representative words, in the remaining portion of this Adhyaya 
(vamanvayddhydya), the author has covered large number of words. 
From these words conveying Brahman, we will come to know 


a large number of attributes (guna) and characteristic marks 
(laksana) of Brahman. 


Ul So AAAS PIT 3 tl (1-1-12) 


ag sa agad | TART EIST | GRA aT Sea: 
qa dq ded Fe) Hd: SA, AEAT, | 


The words ‘far tu’ are continued. The term ‘@nandamaya’ 
here implies other similar terms also. All the five terms 
dnandamaya etc. heard in Taittiriya Upanisad convey that 
Brahman only because of the repetition of the term Brahman 
(with reference to them). 


Taittirtya Upanisad expounds Brahman in its five forms or 
characteristics namely, annamaya, pradnamaya, manomaya, 
vijndnamaya and Gnandamaya. In common Vedic parlance, these 
terms annamaya etc. are used to denote the five sheaths, which 
snecessively make the body, enshrining the individual soul (va). 
l'he Upanisad shows how, at the macrocosmic level, these terms 
connote the forms of Brahman. Sūtrakāra has chosen these words 
lor his first exercise in showing how the words, which normally 
denote something else (anyatraprasiddhah Sabdah), convey 
Brahman in Scriptural texts. Taittirtya Upanisad treats this topic 
in two separate chapters, Brahmavalli and Bhrguvalli, in two 
different styles and arrives at exactly the same conclusion. The 
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style of Brahmavallī is rather mystic, but that of Bhrguvallī is 
lucid. Brahmavalli declares at the outset that the knower of 
Brahman attains it'. Then it defines Brahman and describes the 
evolution of the five elements, food and man from Brahman. 
Having created the universe, Brahman is said to have entered it’. 
Since the individual souls are said to have been covered by the 
five sheaths, called annamaya etc., the Brahman presents itself 
in the souls and in their sheaths. The outer sheath is called 
annamayakoSa because it is born from food. The Upanisad declares 
annam is Brahman only. It defines annam as adyate atti ca 
bhitani tasmād annam tad ucyate iti, i.e. Brahman is the source 
of sustenance (food) for all living beings and in the end Brahman 
devours (eats) everyone. Similarly, for the pranamayakosa which 
represents the physical functions of the body, the source of energy 
is Brahman. Bhagavadgita clearly tells that Brahman only 
manifests itself as the digestive power in every living organism’. 
Thus, for each of the five sheaths (koa) of the embodied self, 
there is a corresponding form of Brahman at the cosmic level, 
in a purely spiritual sense and not in a material sense. In keeping 
with the opening remark (upakrama) that the knower of Brahman 
attains it, the Upanisad concludes (upasanthdra) that one who 
understands Brahman in these forms, reaches those forms after 
leaving this world‘, i.e. he attains liberation (mukti ). 


Each one of these five forms, annamaya, etc, is designated 
by the significant word Atman, a synonym of Brahman. Therefore 
Satrakdra says :‘‘Anandamayah (tattu) abhydsat’’, i.e. 
Anandamayah conveys that Brahman only (and not Jiva). V. S. 
Ghate says’, “‘this seems to be a natural and straightforward 
interpretation and all except Sankara follow it’. He also remarks®, 


maA WA! (Tait. Up. 2-1). 


l 

2 aae aaga.) (Tait. Up. 2-6). 

3 We Aa e Aa Serra: MTANGA: À INA (BG. 15-14). 

4 aa HA SEERA AA RAAR R | Cd TAT 
TERMI | Td agaaga Aaa STAT | 
(Tait. Up. 2-8). 

5 VSG. p. 55. 


6 VSG. p. 54. 
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“here again Sankara makes the introductory remarks to the effect 
that the question now before us is whether the higher or lower 
Brahman is referred to in certain passages of the Upanisads. But 
this seems to be without justification because in the remaining 
part of the Adhydya, we are concerned with the choice between 
Jiva and Brahman and even Sankara’s own commentary accords 
with the same. Thus this is only another instance of the 
commentator showing the influence of his preconceived 
prejudices”. 


In keeping with vrttis then available to Sankaracarya', he has 
initially interpreted that Anandamaya conveyed Brahman only 
but the other four are considered as sheaths (kosa) and hence 
andtma, Later at the end of the Adhikarana he goes back on his 
carher interpretation and rejects it completely. Sankaracarya’s 
objection against this satra will be discussed at the end of this 
Adhikarana. Ramanujacarya interprets’ that Anandamaya conveys 
Brahman, but Vijha@namaya conveys Jivatman and the earlier three 
are only sheaths (kosa). In keeping with the intentions of the 
Sutrakara, Madhvacarya interprets that Anandamaya conveys 
Brahman only and by the implication of the analogous 
(upalaksana), Annamaya, Pradnamaya, Manomaya and 
VijfiGnamaya also convey Brahman only’. 


A likely objection to the above conclusion is answered in the 
next sutra. 


Tee Hanin aa mgala, ge Wl (1-1-13) 


aaia welt a gaa aE 
OFPIRACATEL | 


If it is said that annamaya etc. do not connote Brahman 
since the suffix mayat denoting modification is used, it is not 
so, because the group of words represented by mayat also 
denotes abundance. 


|S. BSB-VA 1-1-12. 
> aA Aaaa Tl WaT! (SRK. p. 257). 
TT Wea! (AV. 1-1 Adhi. 6), (BNK. I. p. 101). 
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If the suffix mayat, is taken in the sense ‘made of’, ‘a 
modification of’ or a ‘product of’, then the words annamaya etc. 
cannot be taken to convey Brahman, since Brahman is not a 
product or a modification. To obviate such a possible objection, 
Sutrakdra replies that the suffix mayat need not always indicate 
a modification, and it can also mean abundance (prdcurya)'. 


The next sutra provides a further evidence to show that 
Anandamaya is Brahman and the suffix mayat does imply 
abundance. 


le TSG do I (1-1-14) 


a, ale adel | aag agate: A 1 aAA: ag Aa 
alga T | 


The words ‘@nandamayah’ , ‘tat tu’ are continued from previous 
sutras. The words ‘mayat prdcuryarthah’ are also supplied 
(adhyahara). Anandamaya is that Brahman only and the suffix 
mayat implies superabundance (of bliss) because it has been 
mentioned as the cause (ketu) for the creation of this world. 


Using the conjunctive particle ca, the Sétrakdra enumerates 
here another reason, adduced by Taittiriya Upanisad itself, in 
support of his statement that Brahman abounds with bliss. The 
reason offered in the previous sdatra that the suffix mayat conveyed 
superabundance was based on psychological and practical grounds. 
Even after accepting the scriptural statement that Brahman is the 
creator of this world, we are sometimes faced with the ontological 
question as why at all Brahman created this world. The Upanisad 
attempts to answer this question. We know that normally no one 
proceeds to do anything without a purpose (prayojana)? But 


| acapdtta AGS 1 (Panini 5-4-21) alf ma andina: mada mgd IFTA 
PITTA PANS AARNA AGE TTA AAA | (Kasika) The affix mayat 
may be employed after a word denoting some substance, when we require expression 
for it as abundant. 


2 ARA a esi aAA 1 (Subhäsita). 
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occasionally when one is overjoyed, he laughs, he sings to himself 
without any purpose. Brahman has nothing to get from this world. 
Therefore the Upanisad asks that in case this Brahman is not full 
of bliss who verily would have created us and impelled us to 
work.' Thus, as per this sitra, the very fact that Brahman has 
created this world from which It/ He needs nothing, is an evidence 
to support the fact that Anandamaya is Brahman only. 


The next sätra adduces another reason to show that all the 
live terms Anandamaya etc. convey Brahman. 


| go Arsatiaad a wad we (1-1-15) 


Arar: AG eel Ae | A Ad: ge | ed SMA eA” 
Gd WAM Sh WN Fal Ws Beqqaegecuahd MMI | Ad: Ba: 
q Wace WH aM Fa | | 

The words ‘Anandamayadih Brahma’ are continued. The 
term ‘ca’ is used in the sense of ‘yatah’ (because). Anandamaya 
etc. are Brahman only because the Brahman who is defined 
hy the mantra “‘satyam jianam anantam’’, only is (further) 
sung by the five terms annamaya etc. 


Why should we not take the mythological deity four-faced 
Brahma born from the naval of Visnu, as the one conveyed by 
these terms Anandamaya etc. The next sutra answers: 


l go ASAT: oI (1-1-16) 


aaa: Stel add | FAR: AAT: ACHAT: A MARANGA: | 
FA: SARAH AL? EHEC AAT GTA: | 


The word ‘Anandamaydadih’ is continued. Others, those other 
than Brahman i.e. Caturmukha etc. are not referred to by 
Anandamaya etc., because the (Sruti) statement 


| A Gara Bs MVE ASG TATA AÀ A EAA! (Tait. Up. 2-7) SERATA, 
Pld AQ AT: Hel TTA: | 
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‘Brahmavidapnoti param’ tells that the knowledge of Brahman 
leads to liberation and it is inappropriate to attribute that 
(Brahman’s) characteristic to others, i.e. because A nandamaya 
etc refer to Brahman only. 


The next stra gives another reason why the four-faced Brahma 
etc. are not meant by the terms Anandamaya etc. 


ll go ğa Zo (1-1-17) 
SAGAS A Se Ta aag ARA A AAAA: A 


gR: gA: | 


The words ‘Anandamayah na itarah’ are continued. 
On account of the declaration of difference between 
Anandamaya Brahman and others (in the amount of happiness 
enjoyed) Anandamaya does not convey others. 


Taittirtya Upanisad has tried to quantify the happiness possible 
for men, Gandharvas and various deities like Indra, Brhaspati, and 
Prajapati, in an ascending gradation. Their happiness is shown as 
limited, however abundant it may be. But the happiness of Brahman 
is described as unlimited, infinite, which words fail to describe 
and mind fails to imagine’. On account of the declaration of this 
difference between the happiness of Brahman and that of others, 
the term Anandamaya, which denotes superabundance of 
happiness, does not convey others. 


Anandamaya etc. may convey the Supreme Brahman. But if 
we accept the logic of identity (advaita) between Brahman and 
the other individual souls like four-faced Brahma, then there is 
no basic difference between the two. The next s#tra refutes such 
a contention. 


I 2 BARE ABARAT en (1-1-18) 


USTIR 1 sA agaa a Hat Bera a! aE R 
agag WA, F | 


| aA arat faded aA HAA GE! (Tait. Up. 2-4). 
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In case of unseen matter, inference is not dependable, 
hecause it is indeed possible to infer at will. 


In the previous stra, Brahman is expressed as different from 
other individual souls like Prajapati, Indra, Brhaspati, Gandharvas, 
lluman beings etc., however exalted they may be. But some may 
infer logically and some do infer that there is no difference 
heiween Brahman and others. The Satrakdra categorically refutes 
such inference about Brahman, in this sutra. Kathopanisad 
expresses the same sentiment when it says, ‘this knowledge (about 
Krahman) cannot be gained by logical inference’'. While 
commenting on this sdtra, Sankaracdrya again brings in his 
favourite theory that ‘the unintelligent (Sa@nkhya) Pradhana is not 
the cause of this world’, and V. S. Ghate finds it “unnecessary’’’. 


If one insists that in fact the difference between Brahman and 
individual souls is apparent but not real, and there is no harm in 
accepting the non-difference between the two, the next sūtra 
refutes such an argument. 


do akaa a dai RA ou (1-1-19) 


sara geag | gadana NE: | RLA ae aaie 
RRE, aaan FAM Te dri daei ga gA: RA 
Ta: He: GAART, MAAAR: A R: | 


‘Ca’ indicates that this is another reasoning in support of the 
conclusion reached in the earlier sutras. The words ‘Srutih muktau 
upi’ are to be supplied to complete the construction. 


In this chapter (of the Upanisad ), since Sruti tells a relation 
hetween Brahman in the form of Anandamaya etc. and the 
individual soul even after its liberation, in the absence of 


| Aq GSO ARIAT | (Katha. Up. 1-2-9). 


' VSG, p. 55 
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identity between the two, Anandamaya etc. connote not the 
individual soul but Brahman only. 


Taittiriyva Upanisad ' declares that one who knows Brahman 
as described here, goes near Anandamayabrahman after leaving 
this world. Thus, even after achieving liberation, the individual 
soul is said to have a relation with Brahman but not oneness or 
identity. 


V. S. Ghate opines that ‘in this Adhikarana, the sūtras 16,17,19 
deserve notice, because they all rest on the conception of a 
difference of individuality between Brahman and Jiva; and 
Sankara, at the end of sifra 17, comes forth with his usual 
explanation that such sätras as these only refer to difference 
between Brahman and Jiva, which is due to maya, whereas, really 
speaking, there exists no such difference”. 


As already mentioned earlier, Sankaracarya has initially 
accepted that Anandamaya conveyed Brahman, and later has 
gone back on it and rejected the sutra. He has upheld the same 
contention, which he earlier treated as Pirvapaksa and rejected. 
The objections raised by Sankaracirya against the sūtra 
Anandamayobhydsat are as follows. 


The Upanisad states that Brahman is the tail / support of 
Anandamaya. Therefore, it would be inconsistent if the same 
Brahman is both the whole (avayavi ) and the part (avayava) of 
Anandamaya.' This argument of Sankaracarya is not sustainable 
because the axiom that a part is different from the whole or a part 
is smaller than the whole is applicable to only finite things. For 
example, 4 is smaller than 8 since it is half of 8, and 16 is bigger 
than 8 since it is double of 8. This syllogism is true as long as 


a aad | AAA AAA | (Tait. Up. 2-8). 
VSG. P. 55-56. 
MAT ACA | AT FT MAB! (Tait. Up. 2-5). 
aa Wa wana ane aA ada a me o ga aA | 
(S. BSB. 1-1-19). 


wn 
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K is finite. If we consider infinity in place of 8 the same axiom 
tmls, because half of infinity is also infinity. Infinity plus infinity 
is mfinity and infinity minus infinity is also infinity’ and not zero. 
So in case of Brahman the part and the whole are the same. 
Miudhvacarya quotes some verses from Brhatsamhita in support 
wl this contention. “The head is Narayana, the right wing is 
Pradyumna, the left wing is Aniruddha, and the assemblage is 
Vasudeva; or Narayana is the assemblage and Vasudeva is the 
head and the tail is said to be Sankarsana; thus, one only is told 
in five parts or ways”? 


Another objection is that even after accepting that the suffix 
mayat signifies abundance, the term Anandamaya still implies the 
existence of some amount of the contrary element (pratiyogt ), 
sadness along with happiness.’ Since Brahman cannot be expected 
to have sorrow, one cannot signify Brahman by the term 
Anandamaya. B. N. K. Sharma argues’ that though abundance of 
a particular property in a given thing is generally conceived in 
relation to a modicum of its opposite existing elsewhere, it is not 
always true that such a rival element must also be conceived to 
be present in the same locust. Madhvacarya offers a simple example 
to clear this doubt. According to him since happiness is a 
vharacteristic mark of Brahman, he can be described as 
Anandamaya just as the sun can be described as pracuraprakasah °. 
Fhe statement that the Sun has abundant luminosity should not 
imply that the Sun has some darkness also’. The contrary element 
(pratiyogt ) i.e. darkness or dimness could exist elsewhere. 


I pia pima paaa , (Brha. Up. 5-1-1) . 

> ù mea: gal afi: aa a a ygan adel gT: i 
amasa aAA aged: RAs ni ged agin: Shh GH WT g TMI 
(M. BSB 1- 1-15). 

Àa RR ecg gae À ead iA AÈ AETAT 
(Ś. BSB. !-1-19). 

4 BNK. L p. 108. 

omia aaas a AART: ARAA: (TC). 

6 AR a gA gaa daR! (M. BSB. 1-1-13). 

1 ORA: aaa ASA aaea: | (TC). 
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Sankaracarya raises another objection that when the suffix 
‘mayat’ is used in the sense of modification (vikdrartha) in the 
first four instances of Annamaya, Pranamaya etc, then how in the 
same chain all of a sudden ‘mayap’ signifies abundance in the term 
Anandamaya only, in the same way as saying that half of the lady 
is old and the other half is young.' This objection is relevant for 
those who have treated only Anundamaya as connoting Brahman 
and the other four namely Annamaya etc. as sheaths (kosa) and 
hence andtma. The spirit of the sūtra ‘Anandamayobhyasat’ is 
such that by the implication of the analogous (upalaksana) all the 
five terms in the chain Annamaya etc. convey Brahman and the 
suffix ‘mayat’ signifies abundance in all the five terms. When 
Annamaya etc. are all Brahman, the fear that ‘‘if Anandamaya 
is treated as Brahman then Annamaya etc. may also become 
Brahman’? has no room and it becomes unfounded. When 
Badarayanavyasa. has just started his §@strasamanvaya and has 
proceeded to show how various expressions in Scriptures convey 
Brahman, it is unfortunate that the very first sa#tra should have 
been faulted by Sankaracarya. Vacaspati Migra, Śaħkarācārya’s 
disciple, has defended Sankaracarya by saying that ‘‘the sdtras 
have to be overruled and otherwise interpreted if they conflict 
with the Srutis’’>. It amounts to saying that the sirras are not in 
keeping with the spirit of Srutis. The aim of this study is to find 
the concept of Brahman in Brahmasitras as they are. Therefore, 
the question whether the sätras are in keeping with Vedas or not, 
is beyond the scope of this study. Even S. Radhakrishnan, an 
ardent follower of Sankardcarya, does not agree with 
Sankaracirya’s explanation. He says: ‘‘The Sutrakdra evidently 
means that Brahman is full of bliss. Since this interpretation goes 
against the unqualified character of Brahman, Saikaricarya offers 
a strained explanation that Gnandamaya is a vesture of Brahman’. 


| FAR sag sare fa area ca re seria ule ae: agai 
(S. BSB. 1-1-19). 

2 SAAUKTAY aie aecaTER: | (Ś. BSB. 1-1-19). 

3 aAA gaap sfa gant ran Aaah) (Bhamati) 
(BNK. I. p. 98). 


4 SRK. p. 261. 
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'Deussen (a foreign disciple of Sankaracarya,) sought to hide his 
discomfiture by making a desperate suggestion that 
Mucchabrahmavada in Sankaricarya’s bhasya was probably an 
interpolation by some later writer’! 


7 Hed CIITA | 
ll go araen, S II (1-1-20) 


ef Sel add? (1-1-4), Acre N: | IARAA Sea: ad oy Ae) 
MATTER ACA ASOT: adka, SISA | 


‘Tattu’ is to be repeated (from sātra 1-1-4). ‘Srutara’ is to 
be supplied to complete the construction. The Being heard within 
the presiding deities like Indra is that Brahman only as 
Ktrahman’s exclusive attributes are mentioned. In the Scriptures 
there are discussions in different texts about the existence of some 
Keing in the heart of various presiding deities (Adhidevas) like 
Indra, Sūrya, Varuna and so on. This sira states that the Being 
so mentioned is the Supreme Being Brahman only because the 
various characteristics of that inner Being, described in the texts 
me the attributes of Brahman only. In this manner Badarayanavyasa 
shows that all the names like Indra, Surya, Varuna and so on, though 
normally denote the respective presiding deities, they connote in 
the highest sense (paramamukhyavriti), the Supreme Being. 


‘This can also mislead the reader to understand that the Supreme 
Heng, Brahman and the presiding deities like Indra, Surya etc. 
we all one and the same. To avoid this possible mis-conception, 
the author immediately adds another sätra. 


SEN ` 
3% Hedda NEA: 4 II (1-1-21) 


y aÀ aR add | SRT À Ara A | ag AE a 
MEAT URFREG BTA” acq) gegis) seq: ara: 
teeraa AATA. 


| BNK. I. p. 99. 


fā is in the sense of agadà 
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‘ca’ is a conjunctive. ‘Jad’ is to be continued (from satra 
1-1-4). ‘Indradibhyah’ is obtained on account of compatibility of 
sense. 


In statements like ‘Indrasya Atma’ etc. that Brahman is 
different from Indra etc. on account of the declaration of the 
difference from them with expressions like ‘the inner controller 
of Indra’, and so on. 


All the commentators agree on the purport of both the above 
mentioned sätras, though they refer to different texts for the topic 
of discussion (visayavakya). V. S. Ghate opines that, ‘‘sdtra 21 
‘‘Bhedavyapadesaccanyah’’ deserves notice, as it refers to the 
distinction between Brahman and Jiva (individual soul) ’’. 


The neuter ‘tad’ continued from an earlier siitra, changes its 
gender in order to conform to the predicate ‘anyah’ which is in 
agreement with the word ‘dtman’ in the Sruti'. This feature is 
known as ‘Lingaviparinama’. 


8 ARENNAU, | 
I g Seneca % NI (1-1-22) 


ag IÑ Add | AHN: Ay Ae asad AAP ARRET aT 
STAT | 


‘Tat’ is continued. Akasa is that (Brahman) only, since the 
exclusive characteristic marks (of Brahman) are understood 
with respect to Akasa. 


The topic discussed here is a passage? from Chandogya 
Upanisad: What is the origin or source of this world? ‘Akasa’ 
it was said. All these beings arise from Ak@sa only and at the end 
dissolve into Akasa: Indeed Akasa alone is greater than all these 
and Akasa is the final resort. 


| akaga A ard yfida: Aaga (TDK. 1-1-21). 
2 TEA CA FI THAT Sit STAT TAHT aT AT ATTA ATA 


areal ered FeO eed) FNR: AA, | (Chand. Up. 1-9-1). 
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Here, a doubt may arise that the word Akasa may refer to the 
vlemental space (Bhiitakasa), because the word is normally 
understood in that sense. The above sérra avers that since the 
characteristics of Brahman are mentioned in regard to Akasa, the 
word Akasa here refers to Brahman only. All commentators agree 
on the purport of this sūtra. 


Though the name Akdsa only is mentioned here, it can be 
understood by implication (upalaksana) that the names of all the 
live Adhibhita-entities like Akasa, Tejas, Vayu etc. connote 
Brahman in their highest sense (paramamukhyavrtti ). 


In the previous Adhikarana it was shown that the names of 
presiding deities (Adhidevas) like Indra, connoted Brahman since 
they derived their powers from Brahman. Here, the names of 
inanimate and insentient (Adhibhiita) entities like Akasa, are shown 
to convey Brahman, since they too owe their properties to the 
same Brahman. 


9 TOM | 
x Wa Wa WMT: wou (1-1-23) 


sa a iaaa MET ANR SRA À SATA, 
m: qg Jd | 


For the same reason as argued in the previous sitra i.e., 
since the exclusive characteristics of Brahman are understood 
in regard to Prāna, Prāna is that Brahman only. 


All the commentators agree on the purport of this sūtra. 
However, they refer to topics in different scriptural texts. Though 
only Prdna is mentioned in the sétra, the purport of the sara can 
he extended to the other bodily principles, by implication 
(upalaksana). ‘‘Adhyatma means body since it is an abode of 
enjoyment. Adhydtma also refers to (the acts like) breathing, 


oo] 


living, movement etc.””!. 


| aema sea Adada ada gaead ant ana oe sad 
Sees Wi (NS. P. 149), (BNK. I. p. 119). 
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In other words, just as it was concluded in the earlier sutras 
that the various presiding deities owed their powers to Brahman 
(sātra 20) and the insentient (Adhibhiata) entities like Akasa owed 
their properties to Brahman (siitra 22), here too the physiological 
functions of all the living beings owe their capabilities to Brahman. 


The term Jyoti (Light) conveys that (Brahman) only on 
account of the mention of the word carana. Carana means 
either roaming or a quarter i.e. the fourth part. 


Here, the author asserts that the word jyotih, which is popularly 
understood to denote luminous objects like Sun, Moon, Stars, 
Lightening, Fire and so on, in fact connotes Brahman. 


All the commentators agree on the assertion (pratijfd) viz., 
Jyotth tu tat Brahma, but they differ on the interpretation of the 
reason (hetu) caranadbhidhanat. lt all depends on the guesswork 
as to what topic in the Scriptures could be in the mind of 
Badarayanavyasa while composing this satra and which passage 
(visayavdkya) could have raised the doubt whether Jyotih implied 
Brahman or something else. 


Sankaracarya takes carana to mean a quarter (a fourth part). 
He quotes a passage from Chandogya Upanisad '; ‘‘Above the 
heaven, above the world, above everything, in a world better than 
which there is no other world, there shines The Jyotih and that 
Jvotih is in the heart of every person’’. This word Jyotih indicates 
Brahman, because in a previous sentence, Brahman is said to be 
of four parts, pddas, and all that exists in this world is equivalent 
to one-fourth and that immortal portion in heaven represents His 
three-fourth part. The same immortal Brahman is referred to here 


| wa aad: at Ral caifadieas fsa: gy ada: yoy aA alatad aa 
aaa: Fel TAs: | (Chand. Up. 3-13-7). 
2 qie wat Yea Agea fata) (Chand. Up. 3-12-6), 
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as Jyotth in the heaven. No other luminous body is anywhere 
described as having four parts, pddas. Following Sankaracarya, 
Ramanujacarya and others except Madhvacarya have interpreted 
the sūra on similar lines. 


Madhvacarya, however, takes another view. He interprets the 
word caranam as meaning moving or roaming, from the root car 
lo move. He quotes a mantra from Agnisūkta in Rgveda !. 


"My ears turn away: so too my eyes from the Light (Jyotih) 
that is placed in the heart. The mind too strays far away. What 
can l say or think of that Light’. The idea is that our sense-organs 
cannot comprehend the Light, that is the Supreme Self within us, 
mice they are all focused outside. Hence, even-though this mantra 
is trom Agnistikta, the word Jyotih implies Brahman and not fire, 
since the words (vi)caranam i.e. moving away or roaming away 
have been used. 


Thus, the exposition (vtti) of this sara, according to 
Madhvācärya is: 


4a à anà a A adai aR: AA, 
Hda l 


The term Jyotih (light), uttered in the Sruti “Jyotirhrdaya 
ahitan’’ while reciting Agnisūkta, implies Brahman only but 
not fire, because in the immediate next statement ‘‘vi me 
manascarati dūra” it is said that all the sense organs wander 
uway from that Light i.e. the attribute of being far off from 
ull the sense organs has been told for that Light. 


In that case, the reason (hetu) in the stra should have been 
vicaranabhidhanat. But it is simply carandbhidhanat either 
because the prefixes are only explanatory and not significatory, 


| fa 4 aot gaat A agi eiea mèd aa! fa A Aaa az ani: E Rag 
aÀ fey q HAÑ I (RV. 6-9-6). 
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or in order to maintain conformity with the wording of the Sruti 
statement vi me manascarati '. 


The topical text from Chandogyopanisad (3-13-7) referred to 
by the other commentators certainly appears befitting. Sull 
Madhvacarya has preferred another text possibly to avoid the 
repeated reference to the Chāngogya text and the characteristic 
of Brahman having Its fourth part equivalent to the whole world 
elc., in the next two sutras. 


11 TREAT | 

2 sasina Va aa aAa fe 
aalete $ I (1-1-25) 
A aes ere a eee 
aura SENA RTE FUTTE 


If it is doubted that the word Gayatri cannot convey 
Brahman, since Gayatri is popularly understood to denote a 
metre, (the reply is) it is not so; Gayatri connotes Brahman 
only, because Śruti says so. Sruti says ‘Gayati trāyati ca’. 
These attributes of (original) singing (of Vedas) and protecting 
belong to Brahman only, and it is told so to enable one to 
meditate on Brahman having these attributes. 


One may wonder how this word Gayatri crops up suddenly. 
In the previous sätra the word Jyotih, i.e. light is declared to 
convey Brahman. That Jyotih is described in Chdndogyopanisad 
(3-13-7) also as ‘‘that which shines above the heaven, above the 
world, etc.” i.e. Brahman. The same Jyoti is found to be referred 
to earlier as Gayatri, in Chdndogya Upanisad in the statement 
‘‘Gayatri indeed is all this*’’. Now if Gayatri is understood as 


ao oan ` soon e ` aS nn ç 
1 TARO gae OA aaa TH AAR AAP AT | 
(TDK. 1-1-24). 


2 ma IAA A! (Chand. Up. 3-12-1). 
3 meat at æ BAA (Chand. Up. 3-12-1). 
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winetre only, then Jyotih will also convey a metre and it cannot 
lw said to signify Brahman. Hence the urgency of declaring 
taivatre as connoting Brahman in the immediately following 
viliad. 


If tt be questioned why Brahman is to be addressed by such 
wn ommon words like Ga@yatrt, the reply is tathd cetasi arpandya 
mvadat Le. it is sọ said in order to enable one to meditate upon 
those attributes of Brahman, indicated by such words. This applies 
to other satras also, where uncommon words are declared to 
eammote Brahman. 


In the next sétra Badarayanavyasa adduces another reason for 
wiving that Gayatri conveys Brahman. 


I go Raa AA, i (1-1-26) 


NAAN: AAT: A ERA ASEA Tal 
yii aeni ER” A ARA IA: q ua A E 
uid | 


Gayatri and Brahman are both stated to be consisting of 
lour quarters, one quarter or part of them being equivalent 
lo the entire existing world and the remaining immortal part 
uf three quarters being in the heaven; and on account of this 
renson also Gayatri conveys Brahman only. 


Gayatri is described in Chadndogya Upanisud (3-12-5) as 
lour-footed and six-fold'. It is further said to be expressed in the 
tullowing mantra ? which is quoted from the famous purusasiikta 
mul which describes Brahman. It says: ‘‘Such is the greatness of 
Ihis (World); even greater than that is this Supreme Being (called 
Gayatrt). All this world is a quarter of Him; the other three 
ijuarters of Him constitute the immortal portion in heaven’’. Thus 
also it is concluded that Gayatri conveys Brahman. 


| Än agaa sehr Tea aaa APTA! (Chand. Up. 3-12-5). 
 daraea Aiea ddl Aa Yea: as wal yaa Aaea fafa 
(Chand. Up. 3-12-6). 
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Another possible objection is answered in the following siitra. 


Aa NS 


2 gama Aaaa AANA,  W (1-1-27) 


MAR TAPE aT ETARE TEL 
IJE a ee sa a SARA AÀ A aera 


In Chāndogya Upanisad, in one place it is said that the 
three quarters of Gayatri are in Dyuloka', in another place 
it is mentioned that Jyotih is above Dyuloka’. If it be doubted 
that because of this difference in description it is not proper 
to say that both convey one reality called Brahman, it is not 
so; there is no contradiction between the two statements. One 
statement is from the point of view of three worlds- Bhith, Bhuvah, 
Svah, and the other statement is from the point of vicw of the 
seven worlds- Bhuh, Bhuvah, Svah, Mahah, Janah, Tapah, Satyam. 
There are two methods of dividing the worlds. Sankaracarya gives 
an example; *‘Just as in ordinary language, a falcon at the top of 
a tree is said to be on the tree as well as above the tree, a man 
sitting on a verandah can be described as available in the house 
as well as outside the house, likewise, Brahman can be described 
as being in the heaven as well as above the heaven” 


All the commentators agree on the purport of these three 
sūtras no. 25, 26 and 27. In sūtra no. 25, instead of nigadat 
(on account of being declared), Ramanujacarya reads nigamdat 
(on account of a Vedic sentence). 


12 TEATAR, 


In Anandamayéddhikarana already seen, it was decided that 
the word Anandamaya conveyed Brahman. Then by the implication 
of the analogous (upalaksana) it was seen that Annamaya, 
Pranamava etc. also conveyed Brahman. Thus Prana connotes 
Brahman. Then in Pranddhikarana it was specifically told that 


| ase fas yar Aaea fea (Chand. Up. 3-12-6). 
2 Qed: WW fea Foi: ) (Chand. Up. 3-13-7). 
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the word Prana referred to Brahman only since the characteristic 
marks of Brahman were mentioned in regard to Prana. Again 
some objections might have been raised that some characteristic 
marks, which could not be of Brahman were mentioned in regard 
lo Prana in some other contexts and hence Prana in those contexts 
might not convey Brahman. To remove this doubt the Sutrakdara 
apain affirms in this Adhikarana that Prana in such places also 
conveys Brahman. 


I go MRAPA, 3 1 (1-1-28) 


Wn aa a ATO: aft ad T: aAa an i a RÀ 
Mi A Ta? AOA ACY EASY Ye: MOT: Aes AE AN 
HIRATA APTA aged: SATA | 


As in the foregoing sitra ‘ata eva Pranah’ (BS. 1-1-23) 
Prana conveys Brahman only, similarly this term Prana heard 
wt many places in Aitareya Aranyaka’ after the commencement 
we ‘ta va etah’, also signifies Brahman only, because the word 
ħrahman as well as the exclusive characteristic marks of 
Nrahman are repeatedly told. 


In keeping with the interpretation of Madhvacarya, 
Kaphavendratirtha has taken the word Anugama to mean Anuvrtti 
ve repetition. But Sankaricarya has interpreted the word Anugama 
w nuparya i.e. purport. So, according to Sankaracarya, the sātra 
wives, AO: ay APAI Prana connotes that Brahman only, 
hevause the purport (of the Sruti sentences?) is in that manner. 


There is no controversy among the commentators regarding 
ie conclusion reached in this säātra, that Prdna connotes 
Mrahman., The Sdtrakara further argues in support of this 
conclusion, in the next sutra, which also indicates what topic 


! {his refers to a passage (Visayavakva) from Aitareya Aranvaka taken by 
Madhvacarya. in which Prana is placed in the company of a group of sense organs, 
which breeds the doubt, which will be discussed later. 

Sankiunicdrya refers to a passage from Kauusitaki Upanisad which will be discussed 
inthe next sūtra. 
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under discussion could be in the mind of Badariyanavyasa, 
while composing the above sūtra. 


do a TIC PESACH RPT ASA I 
(1-1-29) 


TG: MGM A GTM wa) sal Aa) È ARA Ga 
MAHAU HAI | 


If it be said that on account of the speaker’s reference to 
himself (as Prana), Prana does not denote Brahman, it is not 
so because in this chapter there are numerous references to 
Atman. 


Possibly based on the words ‘Vaktuh Atmopadesat’ meaning 
“because of the speaker’s reference to himself’’, Sankaricarya, 
Ramanujacarya and some other commentators have assumed that 
the topic under discussion in this Adhikarana is a conversation 
between Indra and Pratardana mentioned in Kausitakt Upanisad. 
A certain valiant king called Pratardana fought his way through 
and reached Indra. Pleased with Pratardana’s valour, Indra offered 
him a boon. Pratardana asked for that which would be most 
beneficial to mankind. To that Indra said, ‘‘know me only. I am 
Prana, the intelligent self ’*. Since Indra calls himself as Prana, 
this may create a doubt that Pradna may connote Indra and not 
Brahman. According to Sankaracarya, this sūtra decides that, 
since Indra has given this advice as the most beneficial for mankind 
and a man can attain the most desired liberation only from the 
knowledge of Brahman, the purport is that Prana connotes 
Brahman only. Eventhough, in this section there are characteristic 
marks of a presiding deity, vital breath and individual soul 
mentioned in regard to Prana, the purport of the entire section 
from the beginning (wpakrama) to the conclusion (upasamhara) 
shows that Prana conveys Brahman. 


1 agf ata: TDK. 1-1-29. 
2 Waa faa msa gence. (Ś. BSB. 1-1-29). 
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Here, in the phrase vaktuh Gtmopadesat i.e. speaker's reference 
to himself, the speaker is already implied in the word atmopadesat. 
Viher than the speaker, who else can talk about himself? Therefore 
the word vaktuh in the sūtra appears superfluous. A satra is said 
to be laconic (alpaksaram) and hence the Satrakdra is not expected 
to use such redundant words. He is likely to be indicating something 
more by using the word vaktuh. Vaktuh is in genitive case. In 
Nunskrit, the genetive case can be used for the subject (kartā) as 
well as the object (karma)', when the verb is in a substantive form. 
lhus, vaktuh can refer to the speaker Indra in a conversation, or 
to the listener. The listener could be a vaktā, the speaker or reciter 
ul something other than this conversation. Possibly on this clue, 
Madhvacarya takes a similar conversation between the god Indra 
und the sage Visvamitra mentioned in Aitareya Aranyaka, as the 
topic of discussion (visayavdkya) for this adhikarana. 


Visvamitra recited Brahtisahasra (a siikta containing 1000 
reas) three times. God Indra, pleased with the recitation offers 
a boon to Visvamitra, ViSvamitra says to Indra: ‘‘Sir, I want to 
know you well’. Thereupon Indra declares to him- "O sage, 
lam Prana. You are Prana. All these creatures are Prana. Verily 
rana is He who scorches (the worlds) and pervades the quarters 
with that form’’ and so on’. This raises a doubt as to whether 
Prana conveyed Indra or an individual soul like ViSvamitra or 
the chief breath in all the creatures. Sittrakdra decides that Prana 
connotes Brahman only and he gives a reason for this conclusion 
inthe second half of the sūtra (29) as *Adhyaimasambandhabhiuma 
livasmin.’ Sankaracarya has interpreted this phrase as follows: 
‘on account of the numerous references (Sambandhabhiima) to 
the inner self (adhydtma i.e. pratyagatma), in this chapter 
(asmin) "7. This reasoning does not appear to bring out any 


| ef HOT: ald 1 (Panini 2-3-65). The sixth case affix is employed after a word. 
m denoting the agent and the object, when used along with a rr affix (3.1.93) 
tS. C. Vasu Vol. I. p. 302). 

! BNK. L p. 127. 

\ aaa: eana: ea AMT age anA ava suw | 
(S. BSB. 1-1-29). 


68 BRAHMAN IN BRAMHASUTRAS [BS.1-1-29] 


substantial new point other than what is said by the word 
‘anugamat’ in the previous sutra. Sūtrakāra normally takes up 
an objection raised by a Parvapaksin, in the first half of the sūtra 
and then gives a convincing refutation in the second half. The 
Siddhanta view that Prana connotes Brahman since there are 
numerous references to that effect or the purport of many sentences 
therein is to that effect, is already known in the previous sūtra 
no. 28, Pranastathanugamat. Here in stra 29, a specific objection 
is raised that when someone (like Indra) says “I am Prdana’’, how 
this claim of identity with Prana can be reconciled with the 
Siddhanta view that Prana conveys Brahman. This reconciliation 
does not appear to have been convincingly accomplished by 
saying that there are numerous references to Brahman in this 
chapter. 


Ramanujacarya also has given an interpretation similar to that 
of Sankaracarya. He says that, since a multitude of characteristics 
which exclusively pertain to Brahman has been mentioned in this 
chapter, Prana connotes Brahman’. This also does not convincingly 
reconcile Indra’s claim of identity with Prana, and the view that 
Prana conveys Brahman. 


The reconciliation is contained in the phrase ‘Adhydtma- 
sambandhabhiima hyasmin.’ i.e. “‘by virtue of there being a 
profusion of the contact with the Supreme Self in him (Indra) at 
the time.’’* In other words, the Saétrakdra avers that when Indra 
says, '‘I am Prāna” he does not claim identity with Brahman but 
only exclaims his extreme, awareness of the fact that all his 
(Indra’s) powers flow from Prana i.e. Brahman. It becomes clearer 
in the reference to the conversation between Indra and ViSvamitra 
where Indra says “‘O Sage, I am verily Prana, You are Prana, 
all these beings are Prana’’?. 


| oema aearcadaed: dea WAT A, alta, sat fered 
(Sribhasya 1.1.30). 

2 BNK. I. p. 127. 

3 


TON n eE m r: aa A (A.A. 2.2.3). 


ths |b 29] BRAHMAN IN BRAMHASUTRAS 69 


‘Thus, according to Madhvacarya, the exposition (vrtti) of this 
atra is: 


Na: Fedteee qg: Aana aR RN MN aT ena 
A Ba AAA: We MAAT TIA A AMM aa Sia Ad a fe ETA, 
ACL Sh HEMI: ATC: PTT 

MMT AT SEA? FARR: | 


Since Indra addressing Visvamitra who recited 
Nrhatisahasra, says ‘‘O sage, | am Prana’’, if it be said that 
Ivana does not denote Brahman, it is not so, because such 
witerance of Indra as “I am Prāna” is by virtue of profuse 
influence of the Supreme Being in Indra at that time. 


Visvamitra knew Indra’s bravery and his fights with enemies, 
tus jealousy, his attachment to his position, his weakness for 
women and so on. But, on recital of Brhatisahasra by Visvamitra, 
Indra appeared before ViSvamitra in all his effulgence and offering 
a boon. On seeing Indra in that luminous form, possibly Visvamitra 
wused that some greater power could be speaking to him through 
Indra. Therefore, when ViSvamitra says to Indra: ‘‘Sir, I want to 
know you well’, perhaps he wanted to know from Indra (i) the 
ulenuty of that power and (ii) its attributes. Otherwise he would 
nol have desired to know Indra whom he knew earlier'. To the 
tust part of the question Indra says, ‘‘O Sage, I am Prana’’, and 
to the second, `‘you are Prana, all these beings are Prana; Prana 
is that which scorches (the worlds) and pervades the quarters with 
thal lorm’’?. This is the mystic way of expressing the fact that 
thie indwelling (Antaryamin) source of power in everyone and 
everything is that Brahman. Such utterances emerge from the 
niystic when he stands flooded by the Divine Power as his own 
Antarydmin as well as that of every one and every thing*. This 
i, the purport of the phrase ‘Adhyatmasambandhabhtma’. 


| eae cae atin OA qa: see Aaa! (TP. 1-1-29) 
"NNK. L p. 133. 
1 OBNK. L p. 133. 
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In order to show that the usage of such a language is quite 
common in mystic tradition, Sitrakara gives an illustration in the 
next sutra. 


lo RSA ATER amaaa $ I (1-1-30) 
me g Ra: qm! 


The declaration is from the standpoint of śāstra only, like 
the declaration of Vamadeya. 


Sankaracadrya has interpreted this sdtra thus: Indra a deity, 
had the Rsi-like insight that “I am Brahman’’, which is vouched 
for by the Scriptures. Therefore he instructed (Pratardana) 
as “‘you know me only’’, just as Rsi Vamadeva having obtained 
this insight, understood as “I became Manu, I became Strya’’ 
etc, 


This is not convincing. As per Rgveda (4-27-1,2), Vamadeva, 
while he was still in his mother’s womb, was believed to be aware 
of his former lives that he was once Manu, once Surya and once 
Rsi Kakstvan the Brahmin. How can one get Scriptural insight 
while in Mother’s womb? Secondly, when a person attains true 
Monistic insight. he is expected to say, “I am Brahman, I am 
everything’, and not *‘I became Brahman, I became everything’’. 
Advaita exhorts understanding what already exists and there is no 
question of anyone becoming anything. The root ‘bha’ in Sanskrit 
has both the meanings, ‘to be’ and ‘to become’. Therefore, the 
expressions of Vamadeva, quoted above, can be as “*I was Manu, 
I was Siirya’’ and not as ‘I became Manu, I became Strya’”’ etc, 


Rsi Vamadeva is considered as a staunch devotee of Indra and 
is credited to be the seer of the majority of hymns in the fourth 
Mandala of Rgveda. The hymns of this Mandala are mostly in 
praise of Indra. These hymns are full of riddles and the language 
there in is mystic. The exclamations that “‘] became Manu, | 
became Surya’’ etc., assumed to have been uttered by Rsi 
Vamadeva, are from the hymn [V-26 of Rgveda. From the excerpts 
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quoted below from the book *‘The seers of the Reveda’’ written 
by Y.G. Rahurkar, one can see that there is no unanimity amongst 
the scholars, on the conjecture that Vamadeva uttered these words. 


[We may begin with stanzas IV-26.1-3', --- The translation 
of the stanzas as given by Griffith? is as follows: (1) I was 
aforetime Manu, I was Surya: I am the sage Kaksivan, holy 
singer, Kutsa, the son of Arjunt. I am the sapient Usana: behold 
me. (2) I have bestowed the earth upon the Arya and rain upon 
the man who brings oblation. I guided forth the loud roaring 
waters and the gods moved according to my pleasures. (3) In 
the wild joy of soma I demolished ninety-nine forts of 
Sambara and also the hundredth habitation when helping 
Divodas Atithigva. 


Sayana, while commenting on these stanzas does not seem 
to be quite sure as to who the speaker of these stanzas is. 


Griffith? is of the opinion that Indra is the speaker of the first 
three stanzas. 


Pischel* says that, IV-26 is an Indra-siikta and that the first 
three stanzas are spoken by Indra. 


Sieg’ is of the opinion that in the first three stanzas Indra 
praises himself. 


The stanzas in question can, however, be perhaps best 
\nterpreted if Indra is taken to be its speaker. Presumably Indra 


| 3 aq qia mi aR fia: 1 ad accanid ASE FAEN TAN 
AT IIR i (RV. 4-26-1). 
ate yiia ATS SYS ACA | SEAT BAe A AA SATAY AGAAT NR 1 
(RV. 4-26-2), 
We A Aa ak aa as Aad: AT | add Bed Adare Raaen 
NeTTALWA I (RV. 4-26-3). 

' Hymns of Rgveda, 1. p. 428 (VGR. p. 51). 

!  Iivmns of Rgveda, I. p. 428 (VGR. p. 52 fn). 

) Ved. Stud. Vol. I p. 206 (VGR. p. 52 fn). 

Yo Savenstoffe der Rgveda (YGR. p. 52 fn). 
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is glorifying his magical miraculous power by means of which 
he was able to assume any form he liked']?. 


Thus there is a possibility that the words `‘I was Manu, I was 
Sirya’’ etc. could have been attributed by Vamadev to Indra in 
his /ndrasukta. In that case, these Indra’s words only cannot be 
considered as an independent evidence in support of an 
interpretation of Indra’s utterance ‘I am Prana’ as indicative of 
his realization of oneness of all souls. Indra is known to have 
eulogized himself many times. It is difficult to surmise that this 
self-praise is a result of his knowledge of oneness of souls. 


The attempt of Sarrakara in this sutra and the previous one 
is to reconcile the SiddhGnta view that *‘Prana connotes Brahman’’ 
with Indra’s claim that I am Prana’’. H the Monistic view of 
Scriptures were to be accepted, the reconciliation would have 
been much simpler. Sātrakāra could have simply said 
‘Jtvabrahmanorabhedat’ instead of the complicated expression 
‘adhyatmasambandhabhama hyasmin’. This illustration of 
Vamadeva or anyone would not have been necessary at all. Further, 
if we accept Sankaraciirya’s interpretation that Indra had the 
insight that “I am Brahman’’, which is vouched for by the 
Scriptures, then it amounts to that the Brahmasitras are mutually 
inconsistent. For, the author has earlier categorically declared in 
sūtra? 21, that Brahman is different from Indra etc. 


To tide over these difficulties, Madhvacarya has given an 
entirely different interpretation. ‘Tu’ is taken as a particle for 
emphasis, in the sense of ‘only’. The word ‘Sdstra’* has been 
interpreted as the indwelling ruler, antaryamin. Madhvacarya 
quotes an authority for this interpretation from Bhdgavata $ 


gal ATI: Geed Fad 1 (RV. 6-47-18) (VGR. p. 52 fn). 
VGR. p. 52. 
ig ARTA: A N 
Ha amei maa, aaa HA R A T: | TDK. 1-1-36. 
EÀ AAE: A ARTE AHA: | 
TRS TTT: dioi R Welt (Bhag. 1-6-17). 
The (afta) all knowing (inner) GOMAR} controller, who causes the states of dream, 
deep sleep and waking, is the highest goal (to be reached). 


oe ' N = 
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The term sastra formed according to Undadisitra 
‘varvadhatubhyastran’', can stand for both the ‘ruler; and the 
‘rule’. The term Sastra or SGsana usually means an order, a 
command or a rule. A rule is the prescribed action when many 
options are available. The propensity to act in a particular way 
could be according to the dictates of a state-authority, religious- 
authority, subject-authority or, more often than not, the inner 
vonscience of the actor. And this intangible power called conscience 
is nothing but the indwelling ruler antaryamin. In practice, just 
as the word Government is used to designate both the Governor 
and the governance, the term sastra and sasana can be used for 
bhoth the rule and the ruler. Therefore, it is perfectly logical to take 
the word Sastra in the sense of the indwelling ruler antaryamin. 


The exposition of this sara according to Madhvacarya is : 


CEE aeaiee g MOT aT MAHL? Sek TIA: TATA, 
qmagan GU aed: sedate ‘ate OR scare 
ABEL | 


The utterance (of Indra) as ‘‘I am Prana’’ is from the 
stnndpoint of the Inner Ruler of all only, just as Vamadeva 
anid from the standpoint of his individual self that ‘tI was 
Manu” ete. 


Thus, ‘Sdstradrsti’ directly means ‘Antaryamidrsti’, and 
‘Suxtvadrstya’ means from the standpoint of the Inner Ruler of 
all’. As mentioned in the previous sutra when Visvamitra saw 
lida in all his effulgence, he desired to know from Indra the 
ilentity of that effulgence and its attributes. Instead of giving a 
“tuiple reply as *‘That is Prana, Prana is in me, Prana is in you, 
Piana is in all beings’’, Indra talks from the standpoint of the 
iflulyent Ruler in him, i.e. Indra replies in a mystic and poetic 


(ONL. rege aAA AT + AAMT TO, vee Ba GL! (MARARA: 
USH: AMZ! | p. 68.) 


NNK l. p. 134 


li 
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fashion as though his inner Ruler is speaking, and says **O Sage, 
In am Prana, you are Prana, all these beings are Prana’’. To 
make the matter clear the author quotes in this stra the example 
of Vamadeva, who was aware of his former lives while he was 
still in his mother’s womb, and how he expressed from the 
standpoint of his soul that “I was Manu and Sūrya, I was Rsi 
Kaksivan the Brahmin’*!. The comparison is only for the awareness. 
I do not think that the author has considered this as the monistic 
realization of oneness of all. 


in Aaea amaA anaE 
` ` 
aad, 4 n (1-1-31) 


qa Bw: | aah: REAN AEAEE RÀ 


Misa TA! AI sma ARAA TA, 
Theale | 


The words ‘Prāno Brahma’ are continued. The terms 
‘SAstradrstya tu upadeSah’ are also continued and placed after 
‘na’ which refutes the Parvapaksa. 


If it be said that since in Aitareya Aranyaka the 
characteristic marks of Jiva like a hundred year life span etc. 
and those of Mukhyaprana like his conversation with other 
sense organs etc. are mentioned with respect to Prana, Prana 
does not convey Brahman, then it is not so. Prana is Brahman 
only, because the mention of the characteristic marks of Jiva 
and Mukhyaprana is from the standpoint of Prana as their 
indwelling ruler only. The purpose of describing Brahman 
in this way as the indwelling ruler is to be in conformity 


| BNK. I. p. 128. 
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with the three types of meditation told in this chapter viz. 
(i) Brahman as the indwelling ruler, (ii) Brahman as present 
outside and (iii) Brahman as omnipresent. In this section of 
A.A. the topic of these three kinds of meditation is resorted 
to. It is quite proper to have three types of meditation to suit 
the devotees of different capabilities. 


The knowledgeable ones can meditate on the all-pervasive 
Brahman, the yogis can meditate on Brahman in their own 
heart and the ordinary people can meditate on Brahman in idols 
mitside. 


This is a rather complex sé#tra. The initial portion 
Jivamukhyapranalingat na iti cet na’ clearly states the Purvapaksa 
and its negation. The Siddhanta ‘Prano Brahma eva, Sastradrstya 
t upadesah’ is continued from the preceding sutras. Then there 
are three probanses (hetus), each one answering a corollary 
question, progressively. The Siddhdnta is that though the 
characteristics of Jiva and Mukhyaprana are mentioned for Prana, 
Prana is Brahman only because the mention of the characteristics 
ol Jiva and Mukhyaprana is from the standpoint of Prana as their 
indwelling ruler only. The corollary question' is what for is this 
mdwelling ruler mentioned here. The first probans 
‘upasdtraividhyat’ reminds that there are three kinds of meditation 
an the indwelling ruler, (i) within one’s self, (ii) out of self and 
ini) in everything. The second corollary is why are these methods 
ul meditation referred to here. The second probans ‘a@Sritatvat iha’ 
answers that in this section (of A. A.) the topic of three kinds of 
meditation is resorted to’. The next question is that when one type 
it meditation is enough, why three kinds of meditation are told. 
Ihe third probans ‘tadyogat’ answers: It is quite proper to have 


| (agdneaateahahcaa gan, sofa adean gars aaa 
IVML.1-1-31). 
ge RÀ Aaaa aad (VML. 1-1-31). 
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three types of meditation to suit the devotees of different 
capabilities’. 


V. S. Ghate observes that Sankaracarya has given two different 
interpretations of this stra”: 


(1) “If it be said that Brahman is not meant on account 
of the characteristic marks of individual sou! and the chief vital 
air being mentioned, we reply, no; for your interpretation would 
lead to or would necessitate three-foldness of devout meditation, 
which it ts inappropriate to assume’’. 


(2) “Even the characteristic marks of the individual soul as 
well as the chief vital air are not out of place in a chapter whose 
topic is Brahman, on account of the three-foldness of devout 
meditation; i.e. the chapter actually aims at enjoining three kinds 
of devout meditation according as Brahman is viewed under the 
aspect of Prana, under the aspect of Prajfid or in its own nature’’. 


He further opines : ‘‘Ramanujacarya, Nimbarka and Madhva 
follow the second way of explaining the ablative; while Vallabha 
follows the first way; and no doubt, the second way is more 
natural’. 


| masa E Aa A,- aA aea aA AARNA 
APTA, gread (TDK. 1-1-31). 
2 VSG. p.56. 


Chapter IV 
Adhyaya 1, Pada 2 
Gma ARA: TE: 1) 


1 Basracahereacory d 
ll $% ad Aaaa, n (1-2-1) 


ag aR adel | Sema sel AT: ada AR aAA 
ma AG ea A AT TT AE A EA, 
TATA Aa Ae AA sa STALI 


Tattu is to be continued from satra 1.1.4. Ucyamānam is to 
be supplied for compatibility. What is being told as present in 
ull the things everywhere on the Earth etc. is that Supreme 
Being only, because in scriptures that has been described by 
the word Brahman as ‘this only is spoken of as Brahman’, 
which word is popularly known to denote the Supreme Being 
only, 


Madhvacarya explains this sātra with reference to a passage 
tvisayavakya) from Aitareya Aranyaka viz': ‘This Sun is the 
essence of that (Brahman) who is being described. It should be 
understood that He who is without a body, is intelligent and that 
lle and that who is in this Sun are one and the same. Therefore, 
the Sun is in the company of everyone. All this description is from 
(Reveda) mantra. ‘He who is the essence / soul of all moveable 
and immoveable things in this universe, who is attainable by the 
learned, pervades in and through this Earth, Heaven and the 
termediate space between the two. This mantra becomes fruitful 


| regenerated W: a TÀ: saem aR TH aR aa 
TEN ged RA a aA Ra ammi 
Aima aa st E E ma: Gd da agar eA aA amaaa: 


ee ey TA TE 
od aA od meg i ad yay Tada aA we | (A.A. 3.2.3). 
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to the one who properly inquires into it’, thus said Rsi Badhva’. 
Him the Bahvreas (Revedi Brahmanas) laud in the great Uktha 
(Brahatisahasra), the Adhvaryus (Yajurvedt Brdhmanas) in Agni, 
the Chandogas (Samavedi Bradhmanas) in Mahavrata stotra. The 
wise ones proclaim Him to be present in this Earth, in Heaven, 
in the Wind, in the Sky, in the Waters. in herbs, in trees, in the 
Moon and in the stars. In all these beings, they declare Him to 
be existing as Brahman’’*. In the previous passage of Aitareya 
Aranyaka (3-2-2), there are also indications of the deseription of 
the Jivatman in Caksurmayah Srotramayah Chandomayah etc. 


Even though the passages start (Upakrama) with the names 
like Sun, Jiva etc. the concluding (Upasamhara) sentence 
categorically states that this all-pervasive entity is called Brahman. 
Therefore, the sūtra declares that, "the use of the term Brahman, 
which by its established usage refers to the highest Brahman, is 
sufficient to disprove the claims of Aditya, Jiva and others". The 
purport of this sa#tra is that Brahman has the characteristic mark 
of pervading in and through everything in the universe, sentient 
and insentient. 


Sankardcarya interprets this sitra thus: ‘‘(That which is to be 
meditated upon as consisting of mind etc. is Brahman) because 
of the teaching of what is well known everywhere’’*. Normally 
a probans (Hefu) in a sūtra establishes some predicate/ assertion 
(pratijñā) in the same sūtra or in a previous sätra of the same 
Adhikarana. The above mentioned one is the first sūtra of this 
Adhikarana and also of the Pada. Śańkarācārya has treated the 
whole of the stra as a probans (hetu). That leaves the predicate 
wide open to the imagination of the commentators and renders 
the purport of the sūtra doubtful. Earlier in Anandamayddhikarana, 


1 TP- RR. 1-2-1, 
2 BNK Ip. 141. 
3 BNK Ip. 141. 
4 Waa ade RA Nee Has? ada AAMA (S. BSB. 1-2-1). 
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Sankaracarya has argued that since *mayar’ conveyed modification 
and manomaya conveyed a sheath (kosa), manomayatva could 
not be given the status of being the mark of Brahman. It has been 
treated as a characteristic of andtman. The same manomayatva 
is being raised here to the status of a characteristic mark of 
Brahman. Such inconsistent interpretations do not convince 
anyone. 


Following Sankaricarya, Ramanujacarya also takes the same 
passage from Chdndogya Upanisad as reference (Visayavakya) 
viz. ‘Verily all this universe is Brahman. From Him do all things 
originate, into Him do they dissolve and by Him are they 
sustained’’'. Rāmānujācārya interprets this sūtra as follows: 
“Everywhere (i.e. in this world referred to by the word sarvam 
in ‘sarvar khalvidam brahma’) the being which has been denoted 
by the term Brahman and placed in apposition with the world and 
spoken of as partaking of the nature of all, is indeed the Supreme 
Being. The particle ‘iti’ placed after ‘tajjalan’ sums up the reason 
(hetu) why Brahman is said to be all this’. Ramanujacarya 
treated the word sarvatra in the sūtra and sarvam in the visayavakya 
as synonyms. Sarvatra is an indeclinable and sarvam is a pronoun 
in the nominative case. It appears that Ramanujacarya’s selection 
of visayavakya is not befitting. 


V. S. Ghate says: ‘this Adhikarana shows, according to all 
except Madhvacarya, that the being which consists of mind 
(manomayah), whose body is breath (pranaSartrah) etc. enjoined 
to be meditated upon in Chaéndogya Upanisad UI-14-1 and 2, is 
not the individual soul but Brahman’’?. But, on account of the 
reasons shown above, it is doubtful whether this topic was in the 
mind of the Satrakdra, while composing the satras of this 
Adhikarana. 


| ad ake ae aa Wea Tada | (Chand.Up. 3.14.1). 

| materi Vga: ae tert mati agaa ATM Tea, we etree, 
aiaa ed: ANCA Ha Beat SAIL! (Sribhasya 1-2-1) (BNK 1 p. 147). 

VSG. p. 57. 
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The Sitrakdra adduces another reason in the next säātra in 
support of the assertion made here. 


go Radna z n (1-2-2) 


aaa Greaney aAA i dy A aA a 


SAAT ATAA, IER TA ATA, AÈ ÀT A 
Td: F | 


And because the qualities that are going to be expressed 
in the concluding passage (Upasamhara) of the Aitareya 
Aranyaka (3-2-4), are appropriate in Brahman, the Being told 
as present everywhere (in the Earth etc.) is that Brahman 
only. 


The characteristic of all-pervasiveness cannot, therefore, be 
applied to the Sun or any other being. The conclusion 
(Upasamhara) is stronger than the beginning (Upakrama). The 
conclusion! speaks of that Being as the all-pervasive one who 
cannot be heard, comprehended or thought of in all His fullness, 
who submits to none, who cannot be seen directly or known 
indirectly in all His fullness, who cannot be ordered, who listens 
to all, thinks of all, sees all but reports to none, who knows all 
and who is the conscious inner Person in all. These characteristics 
cannot be expected in any one except Brahman. 


Since the name of the Sun (@ditya) and the characteristics of 
an individual soul (Jiva) like the possession of eyes, ears etc. 
(caksurmayah, Srotramayah), are heard in the same chapter of 
Aitareya Aranyaka, under discussion, if one doubts why the Sun 
or Jiva should not be taken as the all-pervasive entity, then the 
next sutra answers the question. 


go AI AUR: Hl (1-2-3) 


| a sisya aA Asas: MWe Ae AeTater fest Talay 
adai MAAE: | (A.A. 2-3-4), 
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aaa seaaiald add | Ra Ada adada FIA a AIK: 
amcen stat at UNREA PeacaGITda | 

‘Sarvatra ucyamānarr is to be continued. Tu is for emphasis. 
The all-pervasive entity is not the embodied individual soul, 


Sun or Jiva, because all pervasiveness is certainly inapplicable 
to individual souls. 


Individual soul being atomic in size, cannot be all-pervasive. 
In the passage (Visayavdkya) referred to under sätra 1-2-1 the 
Being described as ASartrah, prajidtma cannot be equated with 
sarirah, the embodied individual soul. According to Sankaracarya 
this sutra tells that ‘‘it is true that God resides in the body but 
He is outside as well and is all-pervading. The individual soul 
resides in the body alone---’”). 


The next sätra offers another reason to confirm the conclusion 
reached here that the individual soul cannot be the all-pervasive 
entity and that it is different from Brahman. 


` Ly c bas ` 

l 3% HAI aA 3 Il (1-2-4) 

Ada SAA Sie ARE g a ARa | aa adada 

sae pida AA ada aA TA UN: Ha: 
aida AR Te | 

The words ‘sarvatra ucyamānasya’ and ‘Sdrirasya’ are to be 

continued with the changed case-endings. Since the all-pervasive 

entity is mentioned as an object (karma) and the embodied 


individual soul as subject (Karta), the individual soul is not the 
ull-pervasive entity Brahman. 


The axiom used here is that in any action, normally one and 
the same thing cannot be both subject and object. 


| SRK. p. 271. 
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All the commentators agree on the purport of this sara, but 
they continue to refer to the passages, as done in the previous 
sūtra. Sankardcdrya refers to a passage from Chandogya Upanisad 
(3-14-4)'. ‘‘Into him, I shall enter, on departing hence’’. Here the 
object of meditation is declared to be different from the meditator 
who is the individual soul. Ramanujdcarya says’, "The soul which 
obtains is the person meditating and the Highest Brahman that 
is to be obtained is the object of meditation. Brahman, therefore, 
is something different from the attaining soul’’. Madhvacarya 
refers to a sentence from Aitareya Aranyaka (3-2-3). ‘‘Atmanam 
parasmai Samsati’’. Here Brahman is the topic of discourse i.e. 
Karma and the Jiva is the exponent i.e. kartā. Hence the two are 
different. 


If one insists that the term Brahman used in the passage under 
discussion should be taken as referring to Jīva on account of the 
strong evidence of peculiar attributes of Jiva like having eyes etc. 
mentioned therein, the next s#tra refutes the same. 


I æ aaa, H a (1-2-5) 
maa aE AAN A A ANTE: | 


Since the word Brahman is used with an emphasis (eva) 
it cannot be taken to denote a Jīva. 


In the passage (AA 3-2-3) referred to earlier while explaining 
the satra 1-2-1, in the concluding sentence ‘‘Etameva Brahma 
ityacaksate’’, the emphatic way in which the term Brahman is 
used along with ‘Eva’ to denote the all-pervasive entity shows 
that the word does not convey an embodied individual soul. This 
sutra repudiates a possible argument that since the word Brahman 
is used to denote a Jiva in a secondary sense and since the terms 
like caksurmayah, which are indicative of Jiva are used in the 


1 SRK. p. 271. 
2 SRK. p. 271 
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Aranyaka, Brahman may connote Jiva also. One can say Jiva is 
also called Brahman but not Jiva alone is Brahman. Thus, the all 
-pervasive Brahman is different from individual soul. On this 
stitra Sankardcarya also concludes that ‘‘the two (i.e. Brahman 
and Jiva) are different as they are denoted by different words’’! 


The next sätra adduces another evidence for holding Brahman 
only as the all-pervasive entity. 


ll 3 CAM Hu (1-2-6) 

HEATH TS ahaa: Ba BA FIT Aart He TA | 
The statement in Smrti (BG. 10-20) like, ‘‘O Arjuna, I am 

the Self seated in the hearts of all beings’’ also confirms the 


view that the all-pervasive entity is Brahman only (and not 
Jiva). 


Sankaracarya interprets this sdtra as telling that ‘‘the Smrti 
also demonstrates the difference between Jiva and Paramdatman'"?. 


The previous four consecutive sutras are interpreted by 
Satikaracarya as establishing the difference between Paramatman 
and Jivatman. The sutras are composed by Vedavyasa and 
interpreted by Sankaracarya. And Śaůkarācārya remarks here that* 
“The Paramatman only, when He is limited by the adjuncts body, 
senses, mind and intellect, is treated as Jivatman by the 
simpletons(!)’’ 


V. S. Ghate opines : *‘This Adhikarana is very important for 
our purpose, in that it contains many sätras speaking of the 
dilference of nature between Brahman and Jiva, e.g. sutras 3, 4, 
S, 6 and 8, and Sankara has to add his usual explanation after sutra 
6 that all this difference is to be understood as unreal and only 


| aema As ATAR | (S. BSB. 1-2-5). 


(S.BSB. 1-2-6). 
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due to the false limiting adjuncts of the Highest Self; whereas 
other commentators do not feel the necessity of any such 
explanation’’!, 


The next stra refutes another objection against holding 
Brahman as the all-pervasive entity. 


cts A ` A ——.>A 
id aaar afa da Aaaa 
$ Il (1-2-7) 


ad ag ait ada | ARA FAT agra: | ma: aay 
yay aia oe RE CACTI MTL? aagitecaEerearerea- 
AAAI, TAI, TET, AINA agaaa aze CET 
a adti aa dd aa RRA antec yA aeaigal 
Pra STEAL Ue cana a eT aU SAAEAY APA Chaa 
Hae: FM mes anA fara: | 


The words ‘sarvatra’ and ‘tat tu’ are continued. The term 
‘vyapadesat is repeated. Since Brahman is said to be present 
in all the beings i.e. Brahman has the characteristic of being 
in the tiny heart cavities of all the beings, and (in the same 
Sruti) the characteristics of Jiva such as having eyes etc. are 
told, if it be said that the all-pervasive entity is not Brahman, 
it is not so. For, that unlimited Brahman’s characteristics of 
remaining in tiny abodes and caksurmayatva i.e. being the 
controller of the sense-organs*, are told for the purpose of 
meditation. Just as the sky, though unlimited, can remain in 
different places (like pots), Brahman can be present in the 
hearts of beings. 


1 VSG p-57. 


‘Arbhaka” means small and ‘okah’ means a house. Therefore, ‘arbhakaukastva’ 
signifies the ultribute of being in a minute abode. 


tN 


3. The root cay means both to see and to worship. Therefore, the verb nicdyati 
/nicavate indicates an act of continuous mental worship i.e. meditation. 

4 aiea: ga ae aie Vytacaceadcallecaeraas SE | 
(TP. 1-2-7). 
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This is a complicated sutra. There are three probanses. The 
lirst two are parts of Parvapaksa and the third indicates the 
Siddhānta. In addition, there is an example of the sky. It just 
illustrates that a pervading entity can be in a tiny place as well. 
However, it should not be further construed that the sky is identical 
with Brahman in all respects. The expression nicdyyatvat used 
in this sutra (from the root cãyr to see) should be enough to show 
that the Updsand of Brahman as existing in all beings is not 
merely an assumptive worship but an act of sincere faith based 
on facts’. It means that meditation on Brahman present in one’s 
own heart-cavity is not a symbolic act like saluting the flag of 
a nation, but an act of propitiating the Paramdtman actually 
abiding in the heart. 


V. S. Ghate says,’ ‘‘It is interesting to note that the word 
tadyvyapadeSat lit. ‘owing to the mention of that’ is explained by 
all as meaning alpatva(anutva)-vyapadesat i.e. owing to the 
mention of minuteness and as stating one of the reasons in favour 
al the Jiva being referred to in the passage in question. Does it 
not imply an admission, on the part of the Siitrakara, of the 
minuteness of the Jiva, accepted by all except Sankara, according 
to whom alone the Jiva is as omnipresent as the Brahman?’ 


The next sutra clears another doubt regarding the presence 
ol Brahman in the body of every being. 


SS NARS 


: ay ca 
i 2 Ja gad, 40 Il (1-2-8) 
iaaa Tarra ta amda | 


If it be said that because the individual soul and the 
Supreme Being reside in the same body, the Supreme Being 
muy also have to experience the pleasure and pain along with 
the Jiva, it is not so, because there is difference in the ability 
of the two. 


) BNKI p. 142. 
' YSG p-57. 
‘ M BSB 1-2-8. 
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Madhvacarya quotes a verse’ from Garuda-Purdna, which 
explains the purport of this sitra. ‘‘Lord is omniscient. Jiva 
knows little. Lord is omnipotent. Jiva has limited power. Lord 
is independent. Jiva is dependant. Because of this difference in 
the characteristics of the two, Lord does not have to experience 
pleasure and pain as Jiva does’’. 


2 AGARA | 
I do Sa RAENT, F n (1-2-9) 
aai ag CÀ RET SRI TET | 


The devourer is that Brahman only because of the taking 
in the (entire) movable and immovable (world) as eatable. 


Earlier (sūtra 1-1-2) it was said that ‘‘ Brahman is that which 
is responsible for the creation, subsistence and destruction etc. of 
the whole universe’’. This sa#tra confirms that the destroyer or 
devourer of the entire movable and immovable world is Brahman 
only and not any other person like Aditi, the mother of deities. 


There is no controversy amongst the commentators about the 
purport of this s#tra. But they explain the sutra by referring to 
different passages in the Vedas. Madhvacarya refers to a passage 
from Brhadaranyakopanisad, viz. ‘‘Whatever He created He 
resolved to eat. He eats everything. Hence all the devourership 
to Aditi’’’. 


The word Aditi is ‘normally understand as the name of a 
mythological Goddess. She had twelve sons called Adityas, and 
the twelfth was Visnu. But in the text quoted here from Brha. Up., 
the word Aditi denotes Brahman only who is referred to here by 
the masculine pronoun ‘Sah’ at the beginning of the sentence, 


| PdgreqgaMarcedarraedatdd: | SATII HA aia: | 


(M.BSB.1-2-8.) 
2 a Weta agaia ad at rA aAA, | (Brha. Up. 1-2-5). 
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because the capacity to devour all the movable and immovable 
things in the universe can be attributed to Brahman only. 


Sankaracarya and, following him, others have explained this 
Nutra, referring to a passage from Kathopanisad, viz. ‘‘for whom 
both the brahmanas and the ksatriyas become food, and for whom 
ileath is the sauce, who can know in this way, where He is?" 
But here, the sense of entire movable and immovable world has 
lo be inferred from the secondary signification (daksandvriti) of 
the words, bradhmanas and ksatriyas. 


In the sätra, the subject tat repeated from a previous sutra 
s in neuter gender whereas the predicate ‘atta’ is in masculine 
pender, so as to be in conformity with the masculine words ‘sah’, 
‘Arma’, ‘Atta in the passage referred to from the Sruti. 


The Satrakdra offers another reason for holding Brahman as 
he devourer, in the next sūtra. 


| 30 FRLOT gs Il (1-2-10) 
TA Ay (Hea) AAA, F | 


And on account of the topic under discussion being the 
Supreme Being in the passages referred to from the Sruti, the 
devourer is that (Brahman) only. This applies equally to both 
Ihe references, one from Brhadaranyakopanisad and another from 
Authopanisad. 


3 Ternary | 

go Met ofawrarcaral fe dela. $ 1 (1-2-11) 
aid Raed sa Arad sedi aed AA get sfael areal 
AEE AN E (Aah) aster! 
| oem ag I ae a À waa À AÀ & A A A E: i 


(Katha. Up. 1-2-25). 


g8 BRAHMAN IN BRAMHASŪTRAS [BS.1-2-11] 


The words ‘riam pibantau’ follow on account compatibility 
olf sense. The two who have entered into the cave (of a being), 
imbibing the fruits of good deeds, are the two special forms 
of Brahman only known as Atman and Antaradtman because 
that is stated so (in Srutis). 


The passage considered by all the commentators for explaining 
this sūtra is a mantra from Kathopanisad (1-3-1), viz. ‘“The 
knowers of Brahman, the worshippers of five fires, and those who 
perform the Nachiketa sacrifice thrice, compare to shade and 
light, the two enjoyers of the inevitable results of good work, who 
have entered within the body, into the cavity (of the heart) which 
is the supreme abode of the Supreme Being (Brahman)’’'. Who 
are these two who have entered the cave of the heart and who 
enjoy the fruits of good deeds? 


Śaħkarācārya raises the questions? - (i) Are the two selves 
intelligence (buddhi) and the individual soul (Jiva) (Pirvapaksa 
i.e. opponent view from the Saikhya stand point)?, or are they 
the individual soul and the Supreme Self (Siddhanta view)?. The 
Sankhya view does not stand a chance because of the word 
adtmanau, which expects both as sentient principles whereas buddhi 
is insentient. Sankardcdrya supports this conclusion by the maxim 
that ‘‘When it is said that a second to this cow should be found, 
another cow only would be searched and not a horse or a man’’?. 
The difficulty in accepting the second alternative is that the 
characteristic of enjoying the fruits of actions can no doubt, be 
attributed to the individual soul, but not to Brahman. Sankaracarya 
however, assumes that the characteristic of enjoying the fruits of 
actions can be attributed to Brahman also figuratively on the 
analogy of Chattrinyaya. A group of people may be figuratively 


| aed AA grea AÈ i AÀ À TNT aa meal agfa gaat Ù 


a AmÈA: I! (Katha. Up. 1-3-1), 
SRK. p. 275. 
aa MEAs aea: A Ra Asea aaa: gÀ N 
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described as carrying umbrellas even though only some of them 
may be carrying the umbrellas. This is known as Chattrinyaya. 
Ramānujācārya suggests another explanation. Even though the 
hvätman is the actual enjoyer, the other Atman (Brahman) can 
lw regarded as the enjoyer indirectly, since the (Brahman) causes 
or enables the Jivatman to enjoy'. Both the above explanations 
involve understanding through secondary signification 
(uksandvrtti). 


But Madhvacarya does not agree with these explanations. In 
the preliminary siétra ‘Tattu samanvayat (\-1-4) the Satrakara 
has promised to show in this Sarnanvayadhyaya, how the scriptural 
words and passages, when properly interpreted, characterize 
Krahman, in their highest primary sense. The emphatic particle 
m in tattu indicates that the proper interpretation characterizes 
Rrahman alone. In the above interpretations of Sankaracdrya and 
Ramänujācārya, the mark of enjoyership is primarily attributed 
lo Jivatman and figuratively to Brahman. But the word sukrta in 
Ihe mantra (Katha Up. 1-3-1) is worth noting. Sukrta means the 
merits or good actions. The mantra refers to the enjoyment of the 
fruits of good actions only. Jiva, on the contrary, is obliged to 
enjoy the fruits of good actions (sukrta) and experience the fruits 
ol bad deeds (duskrta). Therefore, since the word sukria alone 
is used, Jiva cannot find a place in the word atmanau. And 
according to Sankaracarya the characteristic of enjoying the fruits 
ul actions cannot be attributed to Brahman. Thus, the arguments 
to prove that the word pibantau in the Upanisad conveys the 
individual soul and the Supreme Being, on the analogy of 
(hattrinydya etc. are not convincing. Moreover, the Sdtrakara 
appears to be aware of the controversy and the arguments made 
(herein and that is why he has passed his judgement that the two 
who have entered into the cave of a being and who enjoy the fruits 
ol pood deeds are the two forms of Brahman only. Therefore, 


| SNK. 1. p. 158. 
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there is no use in continuing to make the same old arguments. 
Hence, Madhvacarya rejects the same saying that no 
samanvaya has been contemplated in the Jivatman (by the 
Stitrakara)'. 


Madhvacarya suggests that the term Afmanau conveys 
Brahman only and not Brahman and Jiva. For that, he has reasons 
too. On the specific request from Nachiketas, the God of Death 
Yama starts revealing the nature of Brahman from mantra 1-2- 
15 of Kathopanisad and continues up to the mantra 1-3-2. He 
starts talking about the embodied Jiva from mantra 1-3-3. Therefore 
it is not in keeping with the flow of thoughts, to bring in Jiva 
along with Brahman, in mantra |-3-1, which is under discussion 
here. This mantra *‘Rtampibantau....”"’ is sandwitched between 
the two mantras yasya Brahma ca ksatram ca and ‘‘Yas setur 
ijananam...’’(1-2-24 and 1-3-2) both of which refer to Brahman. 
Such a situation is known as ‘Samdamsa’ (a pair of tongs) in 
Mimamsa Sastra. According to Mimamsd, in cases of Samdamsa, 
the topic of discussion in the interposed mantra is expected to 
be the same as that of the preceding and succeeding mantras. 


Thus, technically the terms Rita: Pibanatau here are expected 
to refer to Brahman and Brahman only. If we accept 
this proposition, we have to answer two questions, (i) Whether 
Brahman can be the enjoyer of fruits of action?, (ii) When Brahman 
is said to be one Supreme Being, why the term Pibantau in dual, 
is used? 


The famous poetic metaphor in Mundakopanisad describes 
that ‘‘two birds bound one to the other in close friendship, perch 
on the same tree. One of them eats the fruits of the tree with relish, 


while the other looks on without eating’’*. According to 


| a4 oe aAa AÀ | (M. BSB. 1-2-11). (BNK. I. p. 153). 
2 J gmi age ear aad ge Re) dad: AS EANA 
arara | (Mund. Up. SC. 3-1-1.) 
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Sunkaracarya, out of these two birds, one which eats the fruits 
presents Jiva, which identifying itself with the body-mind 
vomplex experiences the results of actions whereas the other 
which looks on without eating represents the All-knowing Eternal 
Pure Consciousness i.e. Brahman in the form of Ishwara'. Thus 
Krahman does not partake the fruits of actions. However, according 
tu Madhvacarya this non-partaking is limited to inauspicious 
fruits of bad deeds, and Brahman does partake the auspicious 
tuits of actions. Madhvacarya quotes an authority“ from Padma- 
l'urāna in favour of this notion. Jayatirtha explains this view of 
Madhvacarya, when he comments? that because the proposition 
ol attributing enjoyership to the Supreme Being is contradicted 
by the Sruti sentences like ‘Anasnannanyo abhicakasiti’. 
Madhvacarya says subham etc. i.e. the reference to Brahman as 
not being susceptible to enjoyment has to be taken in the sense 
ol not being liable to the enjoyment of inauspicious fruits. 
Khavavadgita also supports the view of attribution of enjoyership 
to the Supreme Being, when it says : 


(knowing) Me as the Enjoyer of sacrifices and austerities......°"7 
“I alone am the Enjoyer and the Lord of all sacrifices:....°°° 


“I enjoy what has been thus offered with devotion by that 
pure-hearted worshipper’’®. 


| aa: (Raa: GE: Bae argent: Res aniseed gagag 
Ta meaa cag aha weaia snyegh AAE: sada 
aù Aaga: ade: adac aÀ maA (Mund.Up. 
Natikarabhasya 3-1-1). 

‘api flaca Red aap a eR: aq qoiaecomenea Ae a aad waa 
M. BSB. 1-2-11. 

( oean saaa gure g sud e AR mna 
HERNA MA: t (TP. 1-2-11). 

4 AAR agate -------- (BG. SC. 5-29). 

s a£ R adagi are a MRA F! (BG. SC. 9-24), 

u Aad ARAMA Sadia: | (BG. AGK. 9-26). 
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The use of dual in pibantau and dtmdnau has been explained 
by Madhvacarya as follows : “‘The two enjoyers of karmaphala 
(pibantau) referred to in the Upanisadic text should be viewed 
as the two forms of Brahman known as Atma (present in 
the Svartipadeha of Jivas) and the Antaratmd or inner controller 
of the embodied self as such’’’. Madhvacarya quotes an 
authority in support of this view, from Rgveda’: ‘‘The two shining 
forms (gharma) of the Lord, present everywhere, which have 
taken their abode specially in the body composed of the three 
elements (Tejas, Ap and Anna) and to which (body) Matarisvan 
(Vayudeva) has also repaired to wait upon those two’’*. The 
use of the dual does not conflict with the oneness of Brahman. 
Brahman having unimaginable powers can manifest and remain 
in many forms simultaneously. This has been vouched by 
Srutis. Kathopanisad clearly states that ‘‘just as fire, though 
one, having entered the world assumes separate forms in respect 
of different shapes, similarly, the Self inside all beings, though 
one, assumes a form in respect of each shape; and (yet) it is 
outside’**. The same Upanisad further states that ‘‘the One, 
controller and the inner Self of all, makes a single form 
multifarious’. 


The mantra ‘Rtam pibantau.....in Kathopanisad, does not 
contain the term Åramānau. The term @tamdnau is used by the 
Stitrakara to emphasize that the two drinkers (pibantau) are but 
the two forms of Brahman. He further qualifies the word Atamanau 
by the phrase Guham pravistau. This entry into the cave 
(guhadpravesah) is an exclusive mark of Brahman, as shown by 


BNK I. p. 153. 

gal aera Bad sag: adie MARANTA t (RV. 10-114-1). 

BNK. I. p. 156. 

aac yar TET ET ET REN ay | Caer ahpa ET Et RE 
TEA W (Kath. Up. SG. 2-2-9) 

5 Wal aah ae TH ST TET |: Holy l (Kath. Up. SG. 2-2-12). 


h WN — 
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is usage in various Sruti sentences'. Therefore, this adjective 
Giuhadm pravistau, which is known in technical parlance as 
hetugarbhavisesana, shows the reason why the two drinkers of 
the fruit of rta should necessarily be identified with the two forms 
of the Supreme Brahman (atmanau)’. Hetugarbhavisesana is an 
adjective which neither indicates a distinguishing attribute (i.e. 
vydvartakaviSesaguna e.g. red flower) of the visesya, nor does it 
jredicate an attribute (i.e. vidheyavisesaguna e.g. the flower is 
wad), but tells an essential characteristic (laksana) of the visesya. 
Instead of adding something to the meaning of the visesya, it tells 
its very meaning. It points out the reason (keru) on account of 
which the vigesya is what it stands for. For example, no one says 
‘| want sweet sugar’ or ‘this sugar is sweet’, because sugar is 
necessarily sweet. Sweetness is what makes it sugar i.e. sweetness 
Is the hetugarbhavisesaguna of sugar. 


Another term chaydtapau used in the mantra to describe 
ptbantau which has been identified with two forms of Brahman, 
has been explained by Madhvacarya to mean that Brahman is like 
ihe cool shade to those who perform good deeds and like the 
worching Sun to the erring wicked*., 


In the next stitra, the Sdtrakdra offers another reason (hetu) 
to consider the phrase “Rtam pibantau’ as conveying Brahman 
onty. 


` aN 
I% EVASLUIE ic l (1-2-12) 


wd Aa Jet weer oa Ca GH Agaa T 
latara | 


| a) mAN Wa - a aq fed Beal! (Taiw.Up. 2-1). 
oo Rd Ets RMI (Kath.Up. 1-2-12). 
uo Wet Raa AFRA, t (Kath. Up. 2-1-7). 

HNK. L p. 156. 

| amama wal cea danaa: aaae 
nanaon: | (GDK. 1-2-11) 


94 BRAHMAN IN BRAMHASUTRAS {BS.1-2-12,53] 


And the two imbibing the fruits of good deeds who have 
entered into the cave (of a being) are the Selves only on 
account of the distinctive epithets like Supreme Brahman and 
a bridge to cross over the ocean of samsara, used in singular. 


> 


After this mantra ‘Riam pibantau...” in Kathopanisad, the 
next one suys that we have known that. for those who perform 
Naciketa sacrifice and wish to cross over the ocean of this mundane 
life (samsara), ‘That Imperishable Fearless Supreme Brahman 
is like a bridge’’'. In this verse, the two drinkers in the previous 
verse have been addressed in singular and described with distinctive 
epithets like Supreme Brahman, a bridge to cross over the ocean 
of samsara etc. This is a further proof to show that *“Rtam pibantaw 
refers to two forms of Brahman only and not to Jiva and Brahman. 
Śaħkarācārya and Ramanujacarya also have interpreted this satra 
in the same way, but they refer to the epithets used not in the 
immediately following verse but to those in a distant verse 
(1-3-9) so as to suil their interpretation of the previous sūtra. 


Thus, the purport of this Adhikarana is that the mark of 
enjoyership can be attributed to Brahman and that Brahman enjoys 
only fruits of good deeds done selflessly by his devotees and 
offered to him. 


4 He | 
ll go Sec SIT: ZN (1-2-13) 


akaaka aga AT: Tea] CAA: gE: Ty 
aaarnas ea AAs TIT: | 


The words “rat tu’ are continued. The Person abiding in the 
eye, enjoying and appearing within the eye is That Brahman 
only on account of the appropriateness of the use of words like 
immortality, fearlessness and Brahman for that Person only. 


1 q: Agima aa aq cy) and Aaa ok ara aea 
(Kath.Up. 1-3-2). 
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The passage (visavavdkya) considered by all the commentators 
for explaining this stra is a mantra trom Chandogya Upanisad 
(4-15-1) viz. ‘‘This person who is seen in the eye, he is the 
‘Atman’ , said the teacher; this is the immortal, the fearless. This 
is Brahman. Hence even if one sprinkles clarified butter or water 
into the eye, it goes away to the edges’’'. In one place earlier in 
the same Chandogya Upanisad, the sacred fire called Garhapatva 
instructs that ‘‘l am the Person seen in the Sun’”*. In another place 
in the same Upanisad it is said that that person, effulgent as gold 
who is seen within the Sun, ... this person seen within the eye... 
The form of this is the same as the form of that’. Such statements 
may create a doubt whether the person seen in the eye is Agni. 
The sūtra clears the doubt saying that the “‘person seen in the 
eye is the Supreme Being, because immortality and fearlessness 
ure mentioned as his characteristics and He has been directly 
named as Brahman and Atman’’. 


All the commentators agree on the purport of this stra. This 
topic has already been discussed by Sankaracarya and 
Riimanujacarya earlier with sutra no. 1-1-20 and it is repeated 
here. Here the subject ‘Tat’ is in neuter gender but the predicate 
‘Antarah’ is in masculine so as to be in conformity with the words 
Purusah Atma in the Sruti passage. Madhvacarya holds that the 
vitra establishes not only the presence of Brahman in the eyes 
tand in the Sun) and His control over them but also that He enjoys 
the bliss there of. This, according to Madhvacarya, is indicated 
by the use of the term ‘Antarah’ instead of ‘Antah’*. 


The next siétra provides further evidence to confirm the 
vonclusion reached here that the person appearing within the eye 
i, Brahman only. 


1 a cats geet cara oy reie dam eama aaraa 
a Aaa ache Ta Teta | (Chand. Up. 4-15-1). 

) 4 oy MRA Geet ad Mga | (Chand. Up. 4-11-1). 

| u ASRA RUHA: Geel AÀ (1-6-6) a sa geal eÀ... Gea aaa 
&G... (1-7-5). 


4 aaea aeee fet ARNA, | (TDK. 1 1-2-13). 
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Tale qerra 3 Il (1-2-14) 


eaaa agaaa aasang Tad | eaaTig area TA, 
ERRETA | EAN TIAA: Gey: dy aed 
SARA: SISTA caRM: FT SATA 


Here the word ‘sthana’ refers to eye. The word ‘adi’ refers 
to the controller of the eye i.e. Paramatman. The term ‘sthdnadi’ 
conveys the power of the eye and its controller, by secondary 
signification. The person appearing within the eye is That 
Brahman only on account of the mention of power of the eye 
to remain untainted and that of the controlling person present 
within the eye. 


The passage (visayavakya) under consideration further states 
that “It is That by dint of whom the clarified butter or water 
dropped into the eye, flows out without staining the eye’’'. It 
means that in virtue of the presence of Brahman in the eye, the 
eye also remains without being tainted. Remaining without being 
tainted is a characteristic of Brahman, which is echoed by a 
mantra in Kathopanisad. It says “‘Just as the Sun, which is the 
eye of the whole world, is not tainted by the ocular and external 
defects, similarly, the Self, that is but one in all beings, is not 
tainted by the sorrows of the world’’?. 


The mantras coming after the one under discussion here from 
Chāndogya Upanisad describe the person seen in the eye thus: 
**He is the leader of the beautiful, the bestower of brilliance’ ”. 
According to Madhvacarya, this sitra also establishes that it 
is by virtue of the power of Brahman present in the eye that 
women are endowed with grace and beauty and men are 


| ag ag sien aie a sea ar fait ac) a TBI! (Chand. Up. 4-15-1). 
Od, Gd, AeA WATT (by dint of whom) (TP. 1-2-14)). 


an aiaa wy ea ngaga: THed aya a A 
ee a: ll (Kath. Up. 2-2-11). 
3 THT A WA (Chand up 4-15-3) Y9 FG A: | (Chand .Up. 4-15-4). 
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endowed with the splendour of manliness. Madhvacarya’s 
Interpretation echoes the spirit of the Bhagavadgitd verse’, 
when Krishna says: ‘‘Whatever that is glorious, prosperous 
or powerful in any being, know that to be a manifestation of a 
part of My Splendour’’?. 


In Saikaracdrya’s interpretation, ‘‘the objection is raised that 
the omnipresent Brahman cannot be confined to the eye. The 
answer is that it is not the only locality that is assigned to the 
tord. Earth and so on are mentioned as his residence (Brha. Up. 
‘ 7-3). Not only place but also name and form are attributed to 
Hrahman (Chand. Up. 1-6-7). Brahman, though devoid of qualities, 
is spoken of as possessing qualities for purposes of meditation. 
lu assign a definite locality is not contrary to reason, since it 
wtves the purpose of meditation’’?. The term sthanddi has been 
understood as ‘place and other things’. This point as to how the 
mmnipresent Brahman can be said to be confined to a small place 
hhe the eye, has already been discussed earlier with stra 1-2- 
! Every sutra brings forth some new glory and majesty of the 
‘uipreme Being. 


In support of his interpretation Madhvacarya quotes some 
verses’ from the branches of the Sastram (scripture) like Purana, 
mher than Upanisads, which are compiled and edited by the 
\uiakdra himself. The verses indicate that Madhvacarya’s 
inrpretation is in conformity with the thought process in the 
mind of Satrakara while composing this s#tra, particularly the 
import of the term sthdnddi, used in the sūtra. 


1 NNK L p. 168. 

| salpyfancaced agaa a angaa cf aR AASIAA 
Wer SC. 10-41). 

1OuRRK p. 276. 


1 ot) dat aisage: a at: a R: a water! af sell afiaiga at feria 
qi Ute oag TSAI A aA: A A: A Sed: ASG: aft agire I 


Nel eye seared AJWA adeg: | @ aaa: Wisears afakteaq Tedd | 
wld tnt n (M. BSB 1-2-14). 
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The next sétra avers that the conclusion reached in the last 
two sutras is confirmed by the context also. 


| do GARE A wi (1-2-15) 

Be EIA: JSS: dey aed sd stqadd | ARE q aga 

a gaARE «pent: Hea”? Set TUT: | TATA SATA: 

Fes: dy sald ‘h Fa A A GIF F Ga Fa WM gA 
VaR I eA A | 

The words ‘antaraksini drsyamanah Purusah tattu Brahmaiva’ 

are continued. The predicate ‘visista’ is placed second in 

the Karmadharaya compound ‘sukhavisista’ according to 

the option available under the Pāninīya sūtra ‘kaddrah 


karmadharaye’'. 


The Person appearing within the eye is That Brahman 
only, also because of the mention of the characteristic of 
having happiness distinguished by its unlimitedness, since at 
the beginning (in Chand. Up. 4-10-4) it is told as ‘kam Brahma 
kham Brahma’ where kam stands for happiness and Brahma 
stands for ‘full of’ or ‘unlimited’. 


At the beginning (upakrama) of the topic under discussion 
here, the sacred fires instruct Upakosala as *‘Praéno Brahma kam 
brahma kham brahma (Chand.Up. 4-10-4)’’. According to 
Madhvacarya, kam stands for happiness, bliss, and Brahma for 
full, unlimited, and kham for knowledge. Thus, since the topic 
starts with a discussion of Brahman endowed with unlimited 
happiness, the person appearing within the eye mentioned further 
in the same chapter (prakarana) has to be Brahman. The word 
eva used in the sutra indicates, according to Madhvacarya, that 
eventhough the unlimited bliss and full knowledge are both 


| In Karmadhdraya compounds, normally the first portion stands as the predicate 
of the second portion. But the Pdniniya sūtra ‘kadarah karmadhdraye’ (1-2-38) 
allows an option to place the predicate second. 
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mentioned as the characteristics of Brahman, the unlimited bliss 
ulone is sufficient to establish the person appearing within the eye 
m Brahman’. 


Śaħñkarācārya’s interpretation of this sēfra as ‘‘on account 
niso of the mention only of what is characterized by pleasure’? 
appears inadequate. For, the individual souls and various deities 
we also endowed with pleasure but their pleasure is not unlimited. 
Hrahman is characterized by the distinctive (visista) unlimited 
superabundance of bliss. 


The attribute of unlimited happiness mentioned at the 
hepinning of the topic may be referring to Brahman. But why 
would we not consider that the person appearing within the eye 
infers to Agni ? The next sūtra answers the same. 


go YAMA HM (1-2-16) 


MARSRA el RETA TANAY | OÀ HET = BET”? Set TA: 
a Brae ZA: YSN: ad Fea aaraiarsal 
yaandaa Gat Ba agar seq we: md: IÀ: 


Gabry, F | 


The word srutd (heard) in the sätra stands for Sruta (heard), 
malu (reflected on) and dhydta (meditated upon) by implication 
(upatksana). ‘Ka’ stands for Brahman and Vayu, because both are 
under consideration as the Upanisad mentions ‘Prano Brahma 
kunt Brahma’. The person appearing within the eye is That 
rahman only, also because it is told that Vayu takes those 
who have heard, reflected on and meditated upon this 
khnowledge (about the person in the eye described in the Up.), 
to Brahman. 


1 WNK. [B p. 168. 
SRK p. 277 (ee AREA gaer] ) 

' uputama gaei JSA! (TDK. I. 1-2-16 fn). The technique of arranging 
u word uttered once, at two places, is known as tantra. 
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Having instructed the pupil Upakosala that the person 
appearing within the eye is That Brahman, the teacher Satyakama 
Jabala further tells him that those who know Him (and meditate 
upon Him) in this way attain gradual liberation (krama-mukti ) 
through the path of the gods (Devayana) and attain Brahman. 
Hence, according to Madhvacarya since the reward for the 
knowledge of the person within the eye is the attainment of 
Brahman, that knowledge cannot be of any person other than 
Brahman, like Agni or Aditya. 


Following the description of the path of gradual liberation in 
the Upanisad as ‘‘he takes them to Brahman’. Madhvacarya 
gives another interpretation of the word ka. Ka also means the 
wind god (Vdyudeva). Thus, according to Madhvacarya Vayudeva 
takes them to Brahman’. 


Sankaracarya has interpreted the sātra a little differently as 
follows : The person appearing within the eye is Brahman only 
‘talso on account of the mention of the path of him who has heard 
the Upanisads’”*. 


Obviously, Sankaracdrya has considered only, gati instead of 
kagati. The letter ka thus rendered surplus has been treated as an 
in-consequential optional suffix to the Bahuvrihi compound 
Srutopanisad, which is allowed by grammar’. Other commentators 
have followed suit. Sitrakdras are very frugal about words, and 
therefore the Sztrakdra is not expected to use such superfluous 
letter ka in the satra. Moreover, in order to prove that the person 
appearing within the eye is Brahman, the mere mention of the 


af aaa aami | (M. BSB. 1-2-16) 
@ Cae WA WA (Chand. Up. 4-15-5). 
FA AGA ARA A) (TP. 1-2-16). 
SRK. p. 277. 
TET | (Panini 5-4-154). aegagi: Aad a Alea: a Arenie 
BY Tea wala | (Panini 5-4-154). 
After all other Bahuvrihi compounds not covered by the foregoing rules the affix 
FA, may optionally be added. 


wm & wn 
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path is not as strong evidence as that of the actual attainment of 
Brahman (kagati), which is clearly told in the Sruti (Chdnd. Up. 
4-15-5)'. 


The next sätra will show how the disagreement with the 
view that the person appearing in the eye is Brahman, leads to 
a fallacy. 


ll do Sages Ace: Ho (1-2-17) 
WRAN TAIRA: JSS: A A: AAA: Aaa F | 


The Person appearing within the eye is none other (than 
itrahman) because otherwise it leads to infinite regression and 
because it is impossible. 


Uptil now reasons are given in support of the fact that the 
person in the eye is Brahman. The person in the eye means the 
person who, remaining in the eye, impels and controls. This sätra 
jwovides reasons to negate the proposition that the person seen 
in the eye is Agni as apparently indicated by some statements in 
the (/panisad. Since Agni is also an individual soul, Jiva, (though 
eviilted), the sutra avers that if Agni controls a Jiva, then Agni 
must have another Jiva as controller and that Jiva must have 
another Jiva and so on endlessly’. Thus, it leads to infinite 
wyression, which is a fallacy. One may ask why Agni should not 
In treated as controller of a Jiva, inspite of infinite regression. 
Itt is endless regression one gets tired and has to stop somewhere. 
Il last Jtva where one stops, loses its controllership because it 
ill is not having a controller. Then the earlier Jiva loses 
‘onttollership in the absence of controller for itself and the reverse 
wnes starts and comes up to Agni. Thus Agni also loses its 
-wutiotlership. This is known as milaksati. If the regression ends 
upin Brahman, who is the only independent entity, then why not 


i 1 UL ae THT aaa eaae RA: | (TP. 1-2-16). 
Miera: | (TPD. 1-2-17). 
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consider Brahman only as the One remaining in the eye and 
controlling, instead of Agni ? Moreover, Agni and Jiva, both being 
individual souls, are not independent. Therefore, one controlling 
the other is an impossibility (asambhavah)'. 


Sankaracarya and others have assumed a Pārvapaksa that the 
person seen in the eye is the reflection of another person in front 
of the eye, or the Jivdtman or a deity. Sankaracarya has refuted 
the reflection on the ground that it docs not always stay in the 
eye’, Jīvātman on the ground that Jivatman being in general 
connection with the whole body and the senses, cannot be said 
to be permanently located in the eye alone’, and the deity on the 
ground that deities cannot be called as Azman and cannot be 
attributed with characteristics like immortality’. 


Here the word anavasthiti in the sätra has been taken as 
meaning non-permanence’. Anavasthiti or anavasthd denotes in 
logical parlance, the fallacy of regressus ad infinitum. 
Brahmasitras are in the nature of terse dialectics. Each sūtra 
gives a decision (mirnaya) on a controversial point in sastra, using 
the accepted principles of interpretation, the most important of 
which is logical justification (upapatti ). These words ‘anavasthiti 
“or ‘anavastha’ and ‘asambhava’ used in the sūtra are technical 
terms used in logic, like many other terms such as avyapti, ativyapti, 
pratiyogi, hetvābhāsa and so on. Therefore, in the context ol 
Brahmasitras, itis more pertinent to treat the word ‘anavasthiti 
as a technical term'in logic and to interpret it as such. The words 
anavasthiti and anavasthd are synonyms, formed under differen 


PASAREA: | (TPD. 1-2-17). 
a aera aema daf l (S. BSB 1-2-17). 
m Aaaa aA pea af gA 4 FA 
(S. BSB. 1-2-17). 
aaa... aene aaa hA.. aae a aa it (S. BSB. 1-2-17) 
SRK. p. 277. 
BNK. I p. 165. 
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wiles’. It could be that the term anavasthd is more popular in logic, 
Inu that is not a sufficient argument to deny the status of a 
welinical term to the word anavasthiti. The Sūtrakāra could have 
meferred the term ‘anavasthiteh’ to the term anavasthaprasangat 
in order to economize on the letters. If he had in the mind the 
“use Of non-permanence, he could have used a much simpler 
wim like ‘anityatvat °. Of course, the word anavasthiti has more 
ihan one meanings and the commentators are free to take any 
meaning that suits the context. But, since the word is used here 
m the company of another technical word asambhava with a 
campunctive particle ca, one has to take anavasthiti as a technical 
wim of logic. Therefore. Madhvacarya’s interpretation is a better 
alternative than those of others. 


s Tec | 
Il go Aedaieqheaiey deters # Il 


(1-2-18) 
häma AAT TEMA | Tell TI TG Sl eT | 
UTR ada ay Ae aa Beast: Bea 
ed E: TAS SATIRE | 


The term ‘adhidaivadi’ implies the respective chapters about 
the deities. The word ‘tad’ is repeated. The words ‘tat tu’ are 
continued. The indwelling controlling spirit in the presiding 
vities and others mentioned in their respective sections, is 
lhal Supreme Being only because for that indwelling spirit 
the Brahman’s characteristic marks are told. 


In Brhadaranyakopanisad, the Rsi Ydajnavalkya, to a question 
6y Uddalaka as to who is the indwelling controlling spirit’, 
e\pounds that the controlling indwelling spirit in various presiding 


| CURT Aa FA | (Panini 3-3-95) amaaan} ate 1 (Panini 3-3-106). 
seit WE | (Brha. Up. 3-7-2). 
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deities (Adhidaivatas) like the Earth, the Waters, the Sun, the 
Moon, various beings (Adhibhiitas) and the various bodily organs 
(Adhydtmas) of living beings, is the indwelling spirit in Uddalaka 
and it is immortal. There are a number of identical paragraphs, 
each referring to a particular entity. For example, the first paragraph 
dealing with the Earth, says! ‘He who, remaining in Earth, is 
different from it, whom the Earth does not comprehend (fully), 
whose body is Earth, who enjoys inside and controls the Earth, 
is your indwelling spirit and is immorfal’’. Here one may have 
a doubt? as to whether this indwelling controlling spirit is the soul 
of the presiding deity, or a yogin having superhuman powers, or 
the Supreme Being or some other being. This sa@tra decides that 
the indwelling controlling spirit is Brahman only because for that 
spirit His (Brahman’s) characteristics are mentioned. Dwelling 
within and ruling the entire created beings, inclusive of the 
presiding deities, immortality and incomprehensibility are the 
characteristic marks of Brahman. The objection that the Highest 
Self cannot be a ruler for he has no organs of action is untenable 
because organs of action may be ascribed to him since those 
whom he rules possess organs of action’. All the commentators 
agree on the purport of this sara. According to Madhvacarya for 
interpreting the clause, ‘‘whom the Earth does not comprehend 
(fully) in place of the insenticnt Earth, the presiding deity 
(abhimdnidevata) for Earth should be understood. 


The conclusion of this stifra that the indwelling ruler in all the 
beings is that Brahman ONLY, the claim of Prakrti and Jiva for 
that attribute stands denied indirectly. The next sūtra directly 
refutes the claim of the two. 


| a: gerai Rea ghe seat d gedit 4 ae ace gid adh a: ghd gaat 
a Sch ai: | (Brha. Up. 3-7-3). 

a agara STATE BATCH STETOTATT SAAT TET feat naem gaai 
aagi: | (S. BSB. 1-2-18). 
3 SRK. p. 278. 
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do a a STASIS Ht (1-2-19) 


q aad) URRY aH | Sd EEE TALI 
Una AeA ay a I aera sad ative 
pradana, sera! 


Ca is used in the sense of but, not in the sense of and. The 
word sdrirasca is to be taken from the next s#tra. Smdrtant means 
Makrti or Pradhdna advocated by Saikhya smrti. The indwelling 
controlling spirit in the presiding deities and others is That 
Supreme Being only but not the pradhāna of Sankhya-darsana 
und the individual self (Jiva) because their characteristics are 
not mentioned. 


The characteristic marks of Pradhdna are its insentiency 
(aeefanatva) and possession of three qualities (Triguna) Sattva, 
mjas and tamas’. The characteristic of Jiva is samsdra i.e. 
uusmigration and mundane existence. These are nowhere 
mentioned in the passages of Brhadaranyakopanisad, referred to 
hwe. Prakrti or Pradhadna is mentioned by the word smartam in 
ile wira, to indicate that the Prakrti as the cause of the world, 
vo only an imagination of Saikhyasmrii. 


According to Sankaracdrya and Madhvacirya, the evidence 
waddharmabhiladpat’ in this siitra, refutes the claim of Prakrti 
ha the attribute of being the indwelling controlling spirit, and the 
neat sutra refutes the claim of Jiva for the same. Ramanujacarya 
awl Raghavendratirtha think that the evidence in this sutra is 
wiulficient to refute the claim of both Prakrti and Jiva, and the 
phrase ‘Sdrirasca’ found between the second and third satras of 
this Adhikarana, can be used in both the s#tras. Since these sutras 
have come down orally, where to stop and how to count 
twm, is a matter of tradition. Ramanujacarya reads this second 
wina as ‘na ca smartamataddharmabhilapdcchariragsca’ and 


(at Tat, aera, | (TDK. 1-2-19). 
UNK p. 175, 
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repeats the phrase §@rirasca in the next sūtra (by anuvrtti). 
Madhviacarya on the other hand, reads this sūtra as ‘na ca 
smartamataddharmabhilapat’ as read by Sankaracarya and takes 
the phrase ‘sdrivasca’ from the next sūtra (by anukarsa). Anuvrtti 
and anukarsa both are in vogue even in Panini’s grammar. 
However, some modern scholars think that anukarsa is not as 
much logical as anuvrtti. But, whichever way one may like to 
take, by anuvriti or by anukarsa, the purports of these two sutras 
do not change. 


The next sutra adduces another evidence to show that the 
embodied self is different from the indwelling ruler, the Supreme 
Being. 


ll go mRNA fe AmA go 1 (1-2-20) 


aa add | I: cad NRTA aai ag wera a g TINK: 
fe marana: Paa: Sa DIA Gea: seca: 


Wea Wt say oid | 


The word ‘na’ is continued. ‘ca’ is in the sense of ‘tu’ (but). 


The sutra asserts that ‘‘the indwelling spirit in the presiding 
deities and others is That Supreme Being only but not the 
embodied individual soul (Jīva) because in both the 
Madhyandina and the Kanva recensions of the Upanisad also, 
the indwelling ruler has been taught as different from this 
Jiva’’ 


Still according to Sankaracirya the difference is not absolutely 
true’. V. S. Ghate observes that ‘sūtra 20 asserts the difference 
between Brahman and Jiva;, and Sankara, as usual, comes forth 
with his explanation that all these statements of difference are due 
to the limiting adjuncts, which themselves are the products of 
Nascience’’ 


| miraia a Was: 1 (S. BSB. 1-2-20). 
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The visayavakya discussed in this Adhikarana by all the 
‚ummentators, is from Brhaddranyaka Upanisad. This Upanisad 
lams a part of the Satapatha Brahmana, which belongs to Sukla- 
\ajurveda. There are two sakhds (sects) among the Sukla- 
Vujurvedins viz. Kanva and Mdadhyandina. Both the sects! have 
heir own recensions of Satapatha Brahmana and Brhaddranyaka 
l'panisad is included in it. Hence, the term ‘ubhaye’ in the above 
wind refers to these two recensions. 


A SELINA | 
fo aAA Ae: FO (1-2-21) 
ARRIA SHH EERTE EN ag aAA AA R 
Ba AMSA MATa TTA: | 


WU) ARAL STEHT? 


The entity Aksara having attributes like invisibility, 
incomprehensibility and others is that Brahman only, because 
Is said that the knowledge, Rgveda etc., is held as higher 
knowledge when it reveals that Aksara, and this is the 
slurncteristic of Brahman °. 


The passage (visayavakya) under discussion here is a mantra 
hum Adundakopanisad. This mantra? attempts to define the 
lmdelinable Brahman, as ‘‘that which is invisible, 
u omprehensible, unoriginated, indescribable (fully), that which 
hms neither (physical) eyes nor ears nor hands nor legs, which is 
“trial, omnipotent, omnipresent, very subtle, that imperishable 
Iny which the wise perceive as the source of all creation”. But 
"hwe ts the doubt that these qualities may not be attributable to 
thahman, which necessitated the composition of this sūtra? In 


© Phe Hrhaddranyaka Upanisad ` with Sankarabhdsya, translated by Swami 
Minthavananda, p. xix. 
wa Gay Teas | (Mund. Up. 1-1-5). 
eenean A aaa | Rcd Raj aed qaen aged agra 
Wetaafeq ats (Mund. Up. 1-1-6). 
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the above mantra, these qualities are ascribed to the ‘‘Source of 
all Creation’’. In the very next mantra’ it is said that the universe 
came from the imperishable (aksara). Then in another mantra’ 
later, some Person (Purusait) is described as self-resplendent, 
formless, unoriginated etc. and superior to what lies beyond the 
imperishable (aksara). 


This makes it difficult to identify Brahman the Supreme 
Being, with the imperishable (Aksara), which is described as the 
Source of Creation and placed at a lower status than the Supreme 
Being. If not Brahman, who or what is this Aksara, which is 
ascribed with the qualities, namely invisibility etc.? 


(i) From the examples mentioned in the mantra, (Mund. 
Up. 1-1-7) the insentient Prakrti (Pradhana), which is the 
material cause (upddGnakdrana) of the universe, could be 
Aksara. 


(ii) The presiding deity of Prakrti, which is sentient i.c. 
Cit-Prakrti, which is described in Bhagavadgitd as 
kātasthah *, could also be called as Aksara. 


(iii) In the opening mantra * (upakrama), the Mundakopanisad 
refers to the first-born deity Brahma (not to be confused 
with Brahman, the Supreme Being), as the creator and the 
protector of the universe. Therefore, the four-faced Brahma 
could also be the Aksara. 


(iv) Rudra can also be taken as Aksara, because in another 
mantra *, Ifa is mentioned as the source of the Creator. 


| aaah: gad Jed a an Greases: arid | Tal Ae gera are 
PIN, amade AAPL (Mund. Up. 1-1-7). 

a OU. HATA, WA: KW | (Mund. Up. 2-1-2). 

BG. 15-16. 

® AM sai I: aan ARA Hal AAA A (Mund. Up. 1-1-1). 

Wel Gea: Tedd eai Halal Gey AeA) (Mund Up. 3-1-3). 
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Thus, the doubt is that the Aksara, which is the Source of 
(‘teation and is said to be having the qualities, invisibility etc., 
‘ould be Acetana-Prakrti, Cit-Prakrti, Brahma, or Rudra, but not 
hiahman, the Supreme Being, because there is somebody far 
superior to this Aksara. 


There is another doubt too. Mundakopanisad divides the 
whole knowledge into two groups, one Para (higher) and another 
\purā (lower). Sdstras which include Rgveda and others , are 
put into the lower group. The higher group of knowledge’ is 
aid to be that which reveals the Aksara. We have learnt in sutras 
| 1-3 and 4 that Brahman is knowable only through Sdstras. 
hus, Aksara cannot be identified with Brahman, and it could be 
Mrakrti etc. 


This sutra refutes all these doubts and declares that the One 
possessing the qualities of invisibility and others is Brahman 
nly, because His characteristics are mentioned. The term Aksara, 
which is causing confusion here, is, according to Madhvacarya, 
wal to denote (i) the insentient Prakrti, (ii) the Cit-Prakrti and 
(it) Paramatman ?. Hence, the term has to be interpreted with 
wlerence to context. In mantra 1-1-5 of Mundakopanisad, the 
whole knowledge has been divided in to two groups, para and 
upara and it is averred that para is that knowledge which leads 
i the understanding of Aksara. Madhvacarya, quoting other 
muithority’, says that the higher knowledge is that which leads to 
ins understanding of Brahman only. Hence, the meaning of Aksara 
lve and in 1-1-7, as well as that of bAuwtayoni in 1-1-6 cannot 
Iw taken as other than Brahman. 


‘Then, in the phrase, aksarat paratah parah, the term Aksara 
in used to denote Prakrti. 


ON O aay aaa | (Mund. Up. 1-1-5). 
UNK. l. p. 183. 


1 4M OT aa a Raa: Asaa Pei: a: WATEAT! (M. BSB. 1-2-21). 
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Further, regarding the doubt whether the sastras, Rgveda etc. 
fall under the category of Pardvidyd or Aparāvidyä, Madhvacarya 
explains that the same body of Vedic literature is to be looked 
upon as Pard and Apard according as it is used in quest of 
Brahman or otherwise’, 


The purport of this sétra according to Sankaracarya and 
Ramanujacarya is the same as above. The only difference is that 
in the Parvapaksa Sankaracarya has considered Aksara as Prakrti 
or Jiva, Ramanujacarya has restricted it to Jivatman only. 


The claim of others for recognition as the Aksara having 
invisibility etc. is directly refuted in the next säātra. 


= AN ` `S ° SES oy 
30 TeR THe cages A AAU Ul (1-2-22) 


TAY A ELTA ARTES SANE AAT: TATA RT TUT 
SAGER RA: STRATA IAT TANT NLT STEHT 
Regia a RE RA ARA 

Tam a a ARREA A en TA : AQUA, 
ana, AeA F | 


The other two are not the ones having the attributes of 
invisibility etc. because of the mention of the distinctive 
attributes like omniscience and supremacy for that Aksara, 
and because of the statement of difference of the other two 
from the Aksara having the attributes of invisibility etc. 


The insentient Prakrti and its presiding deity Cit-Prakrti 
are not the ones having the qualities invisibility etc. because 
of the mention of omniscience and supremacy for that Aksara. 
Similarly the four-faced Prajāpati and Rudra are not the ones 
having the qualities of invisibility because they have been said 
to be different from the Aksara, having those qualities. 


| FTE AGU aN Gel a aad: | aT a eT Aa a AN TAR: i 
(Mund.Up. - MB). 
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Here, the Sétrakdra adduces further reasons to confirm 
the purport arrived at in the previous sutra. He points out to 
other epithets like Sarvajfa (all-knowing), Sarvavit (knowing 
all particulars, possessing all, omnipresent) used in a following 
mantra | in Mundakopanisad and the epithet Aksarat paratah 
parah already referred to. These specific adjectives (vivesana) 
confirm that the Aksara described as the Source of all creation 
and as having the qualities of invisibility ctc. is Brahman, and 
at the same time deny that status to Prakrti. The same mantra 
referred to above also states that the four-faced Prajdpati 
(Brahma ) is born from that Aksara and hence he is different 
from that Aksara (bheda). In another mantra ? of Mundakopanisad, 
this Brahman, the Supreme Being, is mentioned as anyah 
wah, Thus, Brahman is different from the deity Rudra, who is 
normally called as /fa. According to Madhvacarya, because of 
these differences (bhedavyapadesat), Prajapati and Rudra are not 
entitled to the status of Aksara. Actually the word /sa is used 
here in the sense of Ruler or Master, and therefore, though it is 
a name of the deity the Rudra, that deity is not intended here in 
the Upanisad. 


V. S. Ghate remarks that ‘‘here also stra 22 speaks of the 
difference of nature between Brahman and Jiva’’. 


The Sūtrakāra gives another evidence to support the view 
that the one having the qualities of invisibility etc. is Brahman 
and to deny that status to others. 


le SOUT 4 (1-2-23) 
NEAR: TY AeA GAAT, T | 
The one having the qualities of invisibility etc. is that 


Brahman only on account of the description of the golden 
colour (peculiar to Brahman). 


| oq: aig: aditd aea Saad ag: ae E AM EA a AA i 
(Mund.Up. 1-1-9). 
| qe Wer Raa, eg aAA Ate: | (Mund. Up. 3-1-2). 
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The one having the qualities of invisibility etc. is further 
described in Mundakopanisad ' as having pure self-resplendent 
golden colour. In the imagination of Vedic Seers, four pure colours 
viz. white, red, golden and black, are attributed to Visnu and 
mixed colours for other deities and beings. Therefore, the One 
having the qualities of invisibility etc. is Brahman only. Brahman 
only is worshipped in the form of Visnu. 


Sankaricirya has considered the term ripa in the sense of 
form and has quoted another beautiful mantra (2-1-4) from 
Mundakopanisad. In that a form is described as *‘Fire is his head; 
the Sun and the Moon are his eyes, the (ten) directions are his 
ears, his speech declares Vedas, the Wind is his breath; this 
universe is his heart (or mind); from his feet came the earth; he 
is indeed the indwelling spirit of all beings’’?. Such a form can 
belong to Brahman only and not to Prakrti or Jiva. 


7 XAFTA | 
l do SPS: ATARUIREAART TA, Ge (1-2-24) 


AY Ret SARA | STATA RATA STE LATA) YA: SATA: TY HSA 
a g ia: SPARTA Sa MAAA 


The words ‘tat tu’ are continued. The term Vaisvanara, 
heard in Śruti texts like ‘whoever meditates on this Vaisvanara 
Atman’, is that Brahman only but not fire, because the term, 
common to both fire and Brahman is qualified by the word 
Atman. 


The passage under discussion here (visayaväkya) is a mantra? 
from Chandogyopanisad. It says that ‘‘Whoever meditates on this 


1 Fal Wea: Fea Sea! (Mund. Up. 3-1-3). 

2 AE T ae, Pee ae 

qe as AP AeaTCAT n (Mund. Up. 2-1-4). 

3 araa mig TATA ATA CATA Aag a adg slay aay Ag 
aaa | TET ea Wea aurea Aa gA AET: ------ i 


(Chand. Up. 5-18). 
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Vaiśsvānara Atman occupying the space of a span in the heart and 
nanscending all measures, enjoys all the world etc.... Of the 
iloresaid Vaisvanara atman, the head being highly luminous is 
the resort of the heaven called Sutej, the eye being capable of 
weing all the things is the resort of the Sun called Visvaripa,- 

-.’". In another mantra' from Brhadaranyakopanisad, it is said 
that This Agni, which is here within a person is the Vaisvdnara 
by whom that which is eaten is digested. 


The question posed is who is this Vaisvadnara? 


Sankaracirya raises the question (Piarvapaksa) whether the 
wim Vaisvanara refers to the gastric fire, elemental fire, or the 
pesiding deity of fire. He also raises a doubt as to whether the 
term Arman refers to individual soul or the Supreme Being. 
Kuméinujacarya has dropped the Individual Soul? from the list of 
these suspected referents of the term Vaisvdnara. Madhvacarya 
also has not considered the Individual] soul, since he is of the firm 
view that Atman primarily denotes Brahman, which view is 
vontirmed by the Sitrakara in a following sūtra (1-3-1)°. 


The doubt that the term Vaisva@nara may convey here fire or 
ilu pastric fire or the presiding deity of fire arises because the 
word is used to denote them in ordinary language. This sara 
wetutes this view because the word Vaisvanara, though commonly 
used for fire, is qualified here by a distinctive epithet Arman, and 
therefore the term Vaisvanara connotes here Brahman only. This 
widhdnta view is established by Sankaracarya on the basis of 
further description of the same Vaisvanara as having the heaven 
w his head and the sun as his eye etc. Since the cause of creation 
if these heaven, sun etc. is Brahman, and since Vedanta philosophy 
lnlieves that the cause remains in the effect, these descriptions 
hke heaven as his head etc. are the characteristic marks of Brahman 


| AA Asaa: Gee Alea TÀ I (Brha. Up. 5-9-1) (BNK I p. 189). 
HNK. L p. 193. 
1 BNK, Ip. 194. 
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only. Possibly Sankardcarya feels the need to give such an elaborate 
evidence of Brahman’s distinctive glories, because in his opinion 
the term Atman conveys both the Supreme Being and the individual 
soul. Ramanujacarya has no such difficulty since he has dropped 
the individual soul from his Parvapaksa. But, still, his explanation 
of the sūtra is on the same track as that of Śañkarācārya. According 
to Ramanujacarya, ‘‘Vaisvdnara is the Paramdtman on account 
of the common expression Vaisvanara being particularized by the 
extraordinary glories of the Paramdtman’’'. Both the commentators 
mentioned above have relied on the characteristic marks (linga) 
of Brahman, to infer the Siddhdnta view of the sutra. But linga 
is considered as a weaker evidence than Sruti ?. On the other hand, 
Madhvacirya, finds no such problem and has adduced a clinching 
argument to establish the Siddhadnta view that Vaisvdnara is 
Brahman, on the ground of the use of the term Atman itself, in 
apposition with Vaisvanara in the Sruti text’. According to 
Madhvacarya, ....“‘Vaisvdnara referred to in the text under 
discussion is the Supreme Brahman alone. The reason is that 
Vaisvanara is found qualified by the epithet Amd in the disputed 
passage; and Atma by settled acceptance denotes the highest 
Brahman and Brahman alone in its fullest primary sense’’*. This 
is an easier and direct proof based on Sruti itself. 


In the next stra, the Sūtrakāra points to the popular statements 
in Smrti texts as evidence in support of the purport of this sūtra. 


lo CANA eni w (1-2-25) 


Jaai Bal gaRal aa AmA: AAAA wal A 
AAAA ENA 


| ÀR: RAM ------- ama Aaa eN: | 
(Sribhasya - RDK.-1-2-25). 

2 MA ANTA ga TEATRO ENT Tere TANT 
DENT | (TC. 1I. p. 52). 
BNK. I p. 194. 


BNK. I p. 190. 
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The phrase ‘Vaisvanaro Brahma’ is continued. The word ‘iti’ 
poes with this phrase. 


From what is stated in the Smrti, it may be inferred that 
Vaisvanara connotes Brahman. 


Smrti texts are composed on the basis of Srutis. The purport 
ol this stra is that what has been established in the previous sätra 
van also be inferred from parallel statements in Smrti texts. 


For explaining this sdatra, Sankaracarya refers to a verse from 
Visnu Purdna'. *‘He whose mouth is fire whose head the heavenly 
world....”’ etc. From the shape described in the Smrti passage, we 
infer a Sruti text on which the Smrti rests and that is the Chandogya 
passage mentioned in the previous sutra’. Here, Śańkarācārya 
depends on the similar descriptions of the shape of Brahman in 
ihe Śruti and Smrti passages. But in the verse quoted above from 
Visnu Purana, there is no mention of the word Vaisvdnara. 
Rāmānujācārya also bases his argument on the shape of Brahman. 
Iere also in the references quoted by Rāmānujācārya, one from 
Mundakopanisad and another from Mahabharata, the word used 
is Agni but not Vaisvdnara °. 


Instead of inferring in such a roundabout way, Madhvacarya 
has chosen a very popular verse from Bhagavadgitd. The identity 
ol Vaisvanara with Brahman comes directly from the Lord Himself 
when He says, ‘‘Remaining as Vaisvanara in the bodies of living 
beings, associated with Prana and Apdna, I digest the four types 
ol food’, 


| watered anal @ avait ARA daga: A aah SAA TA: 1 
(Visnie Purāna). (S. BSB. 1-2-25) (BNK. I. p. 195). 

t SRK. p. 283. 

\ Sri Bhasya - RDK. 
o aiei ast aA | (Mund. Up. 2-1-4) 
(i) aeae Aai -| (Mbh. Sāntiparva. 47-68). 
(‘This is the same verse, quoted by Satkaracdrya and shown above as from Visnu 
Purdna). 


4 aa ya mA Seana: | TUTTE: Taree AGP | (BG. 15-14). 
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The next sétra answers another objection to the proposition 
that the term Vaisvdnara heard in Sruti texts connotes Brahman. 
2 aa Ssa Mea Ta TUT 
Teyrenaarrald Fears Tatas go n 
(1-2-26) 
TEA: “HMA? TTA, CITA AREAL aie aera 
AmA ARA: aed ATTEN aadA Ga BATA, 
kius a Fe aia Aa aa aerae ARECEUGE 
SORTA AS SIT, AM BAM ad MWA AAAA FAATA, 
gesa a a adtad | aa, fea) aAA 
acHalqaead | 
If it be said that, since Vaisvanara is known by the 
name‘Agni ’ in statements like ‘Ayamagnih’, and has been 
ascribed with characteristics of Agni like being the locus of 
oblations etc., and since Vaisvdnara abides within a person as 
the digester of the food, Vaisvanara is not Brahman, it is not 
so, because that description of Brahman by the name, 
characteristics and functions of Agni is for the purpose of 
meditation, and because the term Agni can connote Brahman 
but it is not possible for the term Atman to convey Agni, and 
also because this Vaisvanara is learnt (in Chand. Up. 5-18-2) 
with similar description as that of Purusa (in Purusasikta). 


The term Gdi (in Sabddadibhvah) implies the characteristics, 
and the term antahpratisthana implies the functions (of Agni). 


In a previous stra, (1-2-24) it has been proved that Vaisvanara 
in the disputed passage connoted Brahman only, on the strength 
of the term Arman (which denoted Brahman only) used, in 
apposition with Vaisvanara in the Sruti text. Now, the objector 
(Purvapaksa) comes out with a formidable objection that the term 
Vaisvanara denotes Agni and not Brahman, on the strength of 
express statements in Śruti itself. 
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In the passage’, *‘This fire is Vaisvanara, which is within a 
man and which digests the food eaten by the man`’ from 
Brhaddranyakopanisad it is clearly stated that Vaisvdnara is the 
gastric fire in a being. Therefore, the objection is that Vaisvdnara 
is not Brahman. 


This sara refutes this contention. The Siddhanta view does 
not dispute the power (abhidhasakti) of the word Vaisvanara to 
denote elemental fire or gastric fire, but it rejects the conclusion 
that Vaisvanara does not denote Brahman. The scriptures have 
prescribed a method of meditation on Brahman, by concentrating 
upon His form as Vaisvdnara (drstyupadesa) along with its 
characteristics such as being the digester of food (pa@cakatva) and 
indwellingness (antahpratisthana). As an evidence, Madhvacarya 
quotes a mantra? from Rgveda, which states that ‘‘The gods have 
made Vaisvdnara, the source of the heavens, the feet of the world, 
the one born for right knowledge of men, the Supreme, all knowing 
lord, all-exceeding Protector, the chief resort of all their 
uctivities’’?. Not only in the form of Vaisvanara but, according 
to Madhvacarya, Brahman is also to be meditated upon ‘‘as the 
One who can be addressed by all names, who is the guiding 
principle of all functions, who has all the characteristics and 
qualities, who is the accomplisher of all, who has all virtues and 
whose image is this universe’’*. Thus, on the strength of passages, 
Irom Sruti, just as the word Vaisvanara has the scope to denote 
Avni (fire), it also has the scope to denote Brahman. However, 
this cannot be said of the word Atman which primarily denotes 
Krahman only and there is no possibility of it connoting Agni 
anywhere (asambhava). Hence, in the disputed passage of 
(‘handogyopanisad (5-18-1), the term Vaisvanara denotes 
Brahman only, since the word is qualified by the adjective Atman. 


| aani Asama: gee AAi wad weaved | (Brha. Up. 5-9-1). 

' ytd alse gia Aaa aera) Bi AEA SAAT, ETEN 
qd aaga T: i (RV. 6-7-1). 

\ BNK. I. p. 189. 

4 adam adani adfeq: Gay: adam: ada: aden: fÀ 1 (M. BSB. 1-2-26). 
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The Satrakdra further supports this view by stating that just 
as it is described in Purusasakta, which is admittedly in praise 
of Brahman, that the heaven came from His head, the sun trom 
his eye etc., the students of Chdndogyopanisad learn this 
Vaisvanara as having similar metaphorical image. Sankaracarya 
and Ramanujacarya have also come to the same conclusion with 
some variations in argument and quoting the authority of Satapatha 
Brahmana. 


If one holds that, since the term Vaisvdnara is popularly used 
to denote the presiding deity of fire and the elemental fire, why 
not consider the term in that sense only, the next sätra categorically 
refutes that contention. 


. + . . 
l 3% Ad Vt d addl Yd A N (1-2-27) 
Ha a amaa Gu: A RA a a eta: | 
For the same reason, i.e. because of the word Atman etc. 
the Vaisvanara (in the disputed passage) denotes neither the 
presiding deity of fire nor the elemental fire. 


Here the Sutrakāra reaffirms in unambiguous terms that 
because of the use of the adjective Atman for the term Vaisvanara 
and because of its description in a form similar to that of Brahman 
in Purusasakta, Vaiývānara in the disputed passage of 
Chandogyopanisad (5-18-1) does not convey either the presiding 
deity of fire or the elemental fire. 


Uptil now in Pada 1-and 2 of this Samanvayddhydya, the 
Sutrakdra has shown how certain typical and illustrative words, 
which popularly denote something other than Brahman 
(anyatraprasiddhaSabdas) are primarily applicable to Brahman. 
While commenting on the previous Sūtra (26) it has been told 
that all names are primarily applicable to Brahman. If this is 
accepted, day-to-day mundane communication will be difficult, 
nay impossible. If you ask someone to keep the milk on fire and 
he understands the words milk and / or fire as Brahman, then there 
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is a problem. According to linguistic principles, the meaning of 
every word as per its primary signification (abhidhavrtti ) is to 
iw considered first and only in case of its failure to give a coherent 
understanding, the secondary signification (laksandvrtti ) of that 
word can be considered. 


The next five sitras address these problems. Instead of giving 
ls views on these problems, Badarayana Vyasa gives the opinions 
ul some of his contemporary scholars. 


|| do Seneca ARR: go tl (1-2-28) 


NT ITM FET: aA aft creer AAA: 
Ta 


Jaimini says that even if Brahman is primarily denoted 
hy the words Agni etc., there is no contradiction in mundane 
transactions. 


But the question is how? Since all the words like fire, water, 
wam etc. primarily denote Brahman, they become synonyms and 
then how to use them in ordinary parlance to connote different 
things? 


Jayatirtha explains Madhvacarya’s view. ‘‘Even if the words 
tue etc. do not really denote fire etc. but denote Brahman only, 
still their popularity to convey those specific meanings is not 
contradicted. Because, the wise ones, knowing well that they 
enote Brahman only, use those words to convey respective 
things accepting the required proper word and rejecting the others. 
Other ignorant ones use the words in the sense assigned to them 
hy language and lexicon. Thus, according to Jaimini, there is no 
-ontradiction between the use of words in ordinary parlance and 
their being primarily denotative of Brahman’’'. 


i uÀ enaA]: a RATT: ford maA: Ga aÀ a ARRA: | 


MAMTA eRT | WT ATA a wee: a RR: a a 
da AAR amad: (TP. 1-2-28). 
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In the passage quoted as footnote 1 on page 119, the phrase 
handdisiddhyartham is difficult to understand. In his book 
Gurvarthadipika, Vadirajatirtha explains only this phrase in his 
note on this sutra. “‘Ha@nddisiddhyartham means while cooking, 
etc. rejecting (AGnam) others like water etc. and accepting 
(upadanam) fire, similarly in case of grass etc. rejecting fire and 
accepting water, and in solar-cooking of herbal medicine etc. 
rejecting fire and accepting sun, and so on’’!'. Even if the words 
like fire, water, sun etc. logically become synonyms since they 
all primarily denote Brahman, the ability to choose or accept a 
particular word to convey a specific meaning, rejecting all other 
words, is known as Handdisiddhih. 


If the scriptural words Indra, Varuna, Agni etc. primarily 
denote Brahman, then how can there be the distinction between 
Indrasikta, Varunasikta and Agnisiikta etc.? The next sūtra 
answers this question. 


| do ARERR: d (1-2-29) 


A AN aa sty: | A an : ~ ; > A 
qaae Bere: Sia Aa MAAAR all NER AA | 
If Brahman is worshipped with Agni-sikta etc., Brahman 
manifests itself in the form of Agni etc. and therefore the 


distinction of Agni-siiktas etc. is made in Vedas, according to 
Aémarathya. 


This answers the objection of the Pérvapaksa that if the 
words Indra, Varuna, Agni etc. primarily denote Brahman, there 
would be no distinction between Indra-stikta, Varuna-sukta and 
Agni-sukta, and all would be Brahmastktas. 


| RREA oral Hed BIE Wee: RAL aA: ToL Ud gual 
Ag AHA INGAR I Aa: smear weed Bia Aei HET THETA, 
amA: (GDK. 1-2-28). 
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Asmarathya takes his stand on Brahman’s distinctive 
manifestations in and through the respective deities and principles 
‘onnected with them, in order to explain the extended application 
si words originally denoting Brahman, 


The arrangement of distinctive säktas in the scriptures is 
vsplained in a different way in the next sfitra. 


Ho agaia: 2 (1-2-30) 


MARTI: ARY CI EN: A: Sct: ERATEN 
Wt aR: Fea | 


According to Badari, the siktas are distinctively arranged 
ws Apni-sikta etc. with a purpose that the followers of respective 
wiktas should meditate on Brahman, respectively in the form 
af Agni etc. only. 


The next sätra explains the arrangement of various sāktas in 
“w pptures, on another ground. 


. an AnA A A ` 
2 BTR Wea È aA go 1 
(1-2-31) 
uot) a ae aay aa waht ata e gf: i 
According to Jaimini, because the followers of Agni-sikta 
ric., obtain or reach Agni etc. (if they meditate on Brahman 
In Agni etc. with Agni-sukta etc.)’, the siktas are arranged 


m Agni-sūkta etc. It is well known that Sruti adduces that he 
who meditates on a thing gets it. 


1 old aa AENA aenishermergiequlaay ATREA: | (M. BSB 
12.29) BNK I p. 193. 
wankay WIT: Ta RRA À aA: a EA 
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` A ` A > 
l 3% AMHAded HAIARRFHA 2 Il (1-2-32) 


£ ~ S `A 

Wig: ageda: | Read (Qt FEN) AAA, Saal e areal 
TAB?” Scala BTA | 

The word ca is to dispel the doubt. Sruti passages like ‘‘yo 


agnau tisthan (Brha. Up. 3-7-5)” etc. tell that this Brahman 
is (the antaryamin) in this Agni etc. 


In the previous sétra (31), it has been told that the followers 
of Agni-siikta etc. reach Agni etc. if they meditate on Brahman 
in Agni etc. with Agni-siakta etc. Naturally a doubt can arise as 
to how one meditating on Brahman can achieve Agni etc. The 
doubt is further strengthened by a verse from Bhagavadgita that 
the worshippers of the Devās or gods go to the Devās; the 
worshippers of Pitrs or ancestors go to the ancestors; the 
worshippers of Bhitas or the elements go to the elements; but My 
worshippers come to Me'!. 


In order to remove this doubt, this sirra tells that the Sruti 
declares that Brahman only is the indweller and controller of the 
Devatas like Agni and therefore reaching Agni means reaching 
Brahman abiding in Agni ?. The word ca is used to emphasize that 
the Sruti passages do declare this intention and there is no room 
for any doubt. 


The interpretations of the last five sātras by Sankaracarya and 
Ramanujacarya are on a different track. Both have taken the satra 
28 Saksddapvavirodham Jaiminih to mean that there is no 
contradiction even if the word Agni orVaisvdnara is considered 
as directly denoting Brahman in the etymological sense of that 
word (yogayrtti). Madhvacarya has been advocating from the 
| akaaga 2am Agena eager) Yat area ace ated sensi 

AMA (BG. 9-25). 


2 aama anina aana (TP. 1-2-32). 
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lwytinning that all such scriptural words like Agni can be shown 
to denote Brahman directly in their etymological sense. In fact 
lu has already shown how some words like Akasa, Prana, Gayatri 
ch directly denote Brahman etymologically. 


But the views of Sankaraicdrya, Ramanujacdrya and 
Midhvacarya are quite divergent on these last five sutras. All 
have agreed that the purport of sätra 24 is that VaiSvanara refers 
to Brahman only, and the purport of stra 27 is that Vaisvanara 
i, neither the presiding deity of fire nor the elemental fire. It 
means that Vaisvanara denotes Brahman directly. Yet, again in 
wra 28, as interpreted by Sankaracdrya and Ramanujacarya, it 
iv told that in the opinion of Jaimini there is no contradiction even 
il the word Vaisvanara is taken as directly denoting Brahman. 
tn this purport, what is so novel or revolutionary a point to justify 
the necessity of taking the support of a contemporary thinker of 
the eminence of Jaimini? 


Sankaracarya feels that al] the three sé#tras 29, 30, and 31 
justify, in different ways, the propriety of considering Brahman, 
who transcends all measures, as occupying the space of a span 
iv the heart, as described by the adjectives pradeSamatram and 
ubhivimanam in the disputed passage (Chand. Up. 5-18-1). This 
pomt has already been taken care of in the phrase Tatha 
di tvupadesat in sūtra 1-2-26. Sankaracarya himself has explained 
ws, ‘it is advised here that Brahman should be conceived in the 
litt of Vaisvanara in the gastric fire’’'. Moreover, in an earlier 
witra, *‘Arbhakaukastvat... (1-2-77, this point has been already 
raplained. So what is the need to prove the same point again, and 
thit too by taking the support of others? 


Rimanujacarya thinks that these three sa@tras consider 
tlerent points. On sätra 29 he says that, ‘‘the all-pervading 


| AITA: WAAR FE A Ted 1 (S. BSB 1-2-26). 
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Brahman is described as being limited by heaven, etc.; 
Aśmarathya thinks that as the Lord manifests Himself like 
that to his devotees, He is described thus’’'. On sūtra 30, he 
says that ‘‘Badari thinks that the Lord is so imagined in human 
form for the sake of Upasana’’?. On sūtra 31, he says, ‘‘This 
altar etc. is said to be the chest etc. of the Vaisvanara in order 
to identify the offering to Prana which is performed by the 
upasakas (worshippers) with the Agnihotra sacrifice’’ so says 
Jaimini’. 


The fact that the Sätrakāra is mustering here the support of 
some eminent contemporary thinkers, suggests that the author is 
up against some serious and formidable objections. It is to be 
noted that the author is at the end of a stage in the development 
of these Brahma-sutras. By the end of Pāda 2 of 
Samanvayddhyaya, Sitrakara has completed the Samanvaya into 
Brahman, of a class of scriptural words. Sarikardcdrya has named 
this class of words as spastabrahmalinga words of Pdda | and 
aspastabrahmalinga words relating to Saguna-Brahman of Pada 
2. Madhvacarya has described this class of words dealt with in 
Pada | and 2 as Anyatraprasiddha words. It is natural for the 
author to review the work done and to take stock of the possible 
objections, if any, on that work. And this, he appears to have done 
in these five sätras. Though the five si#tras are taken as part of 


the Vaisvanaradhikarana, they deserve to be treated as a separate 
Adhikarana. 


Madhvacarya has rightly guessed the possible objections to 
the entire exercise of samanvaya of all scriptural words into 


| sneered mame ware: sa area araral werd Aiaia: 
qeane: | (Sri-Bhasya 1-2-30). 

2 am mami weet AAA (Sri-Bhasya 1-2-31). 

3 FS We a AA ARAA N TWA: ET: 
frorn: HOTA: aeai i aaa aunga eanga: Ta ATTA 


HÀ | (Śrī-Bhāşya 1-2-32). 
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Nrahman. If all words are primarily applicable to Brahman alone, 
i would cripple all linguistic communication and bring the worldly 
Irunsactions to a standstill. Even in Vedas, if all names denote 
Hrahman only, then there would be no distinction of Agni-sitkta 
ind Varuna-sikta etc. And all would be Brahma-siiktas. This 
ubjection questions the very basis of Samanvaya and the purpose 
und utility of these Brahma-siitras. According to Madhvacarya 
these last five sūtras answer these objections. Therefore, 
Midhvacarya’s interpretation appears more ingenious, appealing 
and convincing. 


Chapter V 
Adhyaya 1, Pada 3 
(CATA Tala: We: 1) 


1 Dear | 


i do Baad aad soll (1-3-1) 


ag Sta aha | et ARCANE Acasa! Tra: pa 
Es! Ys FAA Aa Te ell TART ATETA! 


The words ‘rat tu’ are continued. In the absence of the word 
tsva’ in the text under discussion, its synonym ‘a@tman’ is to be 
taken in its place. The abode of the heaven, the earth and the 
rest is That Brahman only, because of the word Atman, a 
synonym of ‘sva’ (used there). 


The passage under discussion here is a mantra? from 
Mundakopanisad. It says, --know Him alone, the Atman, in Whom 
the heaven, the earth and the interspace are woven together with 
the mind and al! the vital-breaths (pranas), and give up all other 
talk. This (knowledge) is the man’s bridge to immortality. 


The doubt raised is whether this substratum or abode of the 
heaven, the earth etc. is Brahman or the unintelligent matter, 
Prakrti or the individual souls like the presiding deities Rudra or 
Vayu etc. because, there are some Sruti statements which suggest 
them to be the abode. This sutra declares that the abode of the 
heaven, the earth and the rest is Brahman only, since the word 
Atman is used. The word sva used in the sitra, is not found in 
the passage under discussion. Therefore its synonym Atman is to 
be taken in its place just as the synonyms of Radja are to be taken 
in the Paninian sūtra sabhā raj@manusyapirva (Panini 2-4-23). 


H Ra Fa I (Panini 6-1- 131). 
2 afa ai: AA maad qa: ae mÀ aa: | 
was ama eA art ARAN Àg: i (Mund. Up. 2-2-5). 
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lustead of using the term G@tmasabdat the Sutrakara has used the 
wim svasabdat, possibly to drive at the point that the word Atman 
vaclusively belongs to the Supreme Being, Brahman, and to 
wmind the speciality of that word'. All the commentators agree 
w the purport of this sätra, though each one explains in his own 
way and draws further conclusions in line with his own philosophy. 


The statement amrtasya esa setuh in the passage under 
iiscussion allows different interpretations. Amrta means immortal 
unt it also conveys the sense of a released soul. Amrtam means 
immortality as well as the collective body of immortals. It also 
means the Supreme Spirit, Brahman. Hence, the meaning of the 
uhave quoted statement should be taken with reference to the 
sontext. The meaning which fits in the present context is that the 
knowledge of Brahman has been figuratively described as a bridge 
i teach immortality, that is to get released from the succession 
ut births and deaths. Sankaracarya’s Piarvapaksin takes amrta to 
uwan Brahman and also understands seruh literally as a bridge. 
therefore, he argues that if Brahman is to be reached by a bridge, 
Mrahman should have a bank or edge. That renders Brahman a 
limited entity and hence the abode of heaven etc. cannot be taken 
w Brahman. Sankaracarya explains the Siddhanta that setuh 
ieribes the knowledge of Brahman and it is to be taken as a 
meians or instrument to achieve immortality’. 


Ramanujacarya has restricted the Purvapaksa to individual 
wily (Jivatman) only and has dropped out Pradhana from its 
mape, But this is not tenable. Because, the Satrakdra himself has 
whuted the claim of both Pradhana and the individual souls to 
ilu status of the abode of heaven etc., in the immediately following 
wlias of this Adhikarana. As such, both must be at the back of 
lity mind as Piirvapaksa, while composing this sutra. 


| anga area Aq: Sea we GE weg scaly feeorerancd anata! 
IDK 1-3-1). 


‘na aama, AÀ Ag: A Agaa daiteda | (S. BSB 1-3-1). 
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After the passage discussed above, the next mantra’ in 
Mundakopanisad says that ‘‘where all the arteries meet like the 
spokes of a chariot wheel in the hub, there within the heart He 
moves, becoming manifold’’. This looks like the characteristic 
mark of individual souls. Therefore, one may think that the abode 
of the heaven, the earth etc. may be the individual soul. The next 
sūtra refutes such a contention. 


w, ~ > 5, 
l 3% SAUA 3 Il (1-3-2) 
Jaai Fell A AATA | 
The abode of the heaven, the earth and the rest is That 
Brahman only, because the characteristic mark of being the 


one to be approached by the released souls, is spoken of for 
that. 


Here the Sutrakdra adduces another reason (hetu) in support 
of the conclusion established by the previous sutra. That is why 
Ramanujacarya adds ca at the end of this sūtra. Though the word 
upasrpya used in the sutra is in the form of an adjective, it is 
interpreted in the sense of an abstract noun upasrpyatva on the 
analogy of the Paninian siitra dvyekayoh dvivacanaikavacane 
(Panini 1-4-22)°. 


The statement amrtasya esa setuh in the passage under 
discussion (visayavakya) is also interpreted in the sense that this 
(Atman) is the final goal towards which the released souls move, 
similar to the sense of muktanam paramā gatih. The word amrta 
is taken as the released soul and it is used in the singular to 
represent the whole class of innumerable released souls. The word 
setuh is taken as the limit or the goal. Thus, the purport of the 
sūtra is that, the abode of the heaven etc. in the passage is 


1 SU ga Tar deal Ga aa: | a WSR ARM AGATA: II 
(Mund. Up. 2-2-6). 
2 AARAA AASTA TDK 1-3-2. 
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Hrahman only and it cannot be an individual soul (Jīvātman), 
since it is described as the goal towards which the released 
individual souls move (upasrpya). 


Based on scriptural statements like *‘Rudro va va lokddharah’’, 
“hhiitam ca bhavacca bhavisyacca’’ etc., why should we not 
omsider the deity Rudra or Prakrti as the abode of heaven etc.? 
Ihe next two sutras answer this question. 


ll do agoa, $ II (1-3-3) 


warnaan agaaa ARSA ga mga 
WIAA gad: gai (Wad) a gadi aesan, 
upmana, | 


The term ‘dyubhvādyāyatanarı is continued. From the word 
unumäna (inference), the word G@numdna is derived by adding the 
ailfix ‘an’? as per Panintya sutra ‘sese (an) (4-2-92)’ in the section 

luddhitesu Śaisikāh’ . Ånumāna means anumdnena parikalpitam, 
that which is determined by inference; it implies the Sankhya 
Puulhāäna. That which is determined by inference i.e. Pradhana, 
h not the abode of heaven etc. because of the absence of a 
word like trigundtmakaprakrti in the text (Mund. Up. 2-2-5). 


In Vedanta philosophy, generally Prakrti or Pradhdna is 
understood by the phrase "that which is inferred". The argument 
is Unit every effect must have a cause and that cause another and 
«on until we reach an uncaused first cause. As the effects are 
wn concious the cause is inferred to be non-conscious since the 
cme and the effect are assumed to be of similar nature. This is 
the seasoning adopted by the Sarikhya system to establish the 
malty of Pradhdna’. 


1 CSL) t (Panini 4-2-92). In the remainder of (i.c. other than cdfururthaka) senses 
tun, let there be the affix an & c. It is both a vidhi and an adhikdra sūtra. (Siddhanta 
Manmudi, S. No. 1312, Tr. by S. C. Vasu). 

‘AK p. 287. 
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The plain purport of the sara is that Pradhdna is not the 
abode of heaven etc. However, Sankaracarya considers the deity 
Vayu also within the scope of d@mumdana. Madhvacarya has taken 
dnumana to mean the deity Rudra. Raghavedratirtha has taken 
ānumāna as Rudra and Pradhāna. Ramanujacirya has clubbed 
this s#fra with the next one, which denies the status of abode of 
heaven etc. to the individual souls, and treated the mention of 
Pradhdna as an example! to deny that status of abode of heaven 
etc. to individual souls. Since Ramanujacarya has excluded the 
Pradhdna {rom the scope of his Parvapaksa, possibly he could 
not treat this as an independent sätra refuting the claim of 
Pradhana. Of course, there is no denying the fact that the deities 
Vayu and Rudra can be considered within the scope of the word 
dnumana based on some statements in Sruti and agama texts. But 
the Satrakdra is going to refute the claims of al] the individual 
souls including the exalted ones, to the status of the abode of 
heaven etc., in the immediate next sétra. Therefore, I feel that 
there is no urgency to refute the claims of Vayu, Rudra and Jivas 
in this sutra itself. 


From the satras seen so far, one can find that Badarayanavyasa 
follows some set pattern of teaching. By and large, there are three 
claimants to the characteristics discussed in these Brahmasitras. 
viz. Brahman, Prakrti or Pradhāna and the class of individual 
souls including the exalted ones like the various presiding deities. 
First he declares that a particular characteristic mark is applicable 
to Brahman alone and specifies a reason (hetu) for that. In the 
next one or two sutras he adduces further evidence, if any, in 
support of his first statement. The phrase "applicable to Brahman 
alone" indirectly denies the claim of the remaining two. Then 
again in the following sétras he directly refutes the claim of the 
other two individually or jointly with reasons. 


1 Wa... TI a oreo oe OT af Feet: | (Sri-Bhasya 1-3-3) (BNK. Lp. 210) 
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In keeping with this scheme, the Satrakara has declared in 
ultra 1-3-1 that the abode of heaven etc. is Brahman only because 
ul the use of the word Aman. In the next sūtra he offers another 
waon in support of this declaration. In this stra 1-3-3, he is 
iliieetly refuting the claim of Pradhdna to the status of the said 
abade. This sētra is identical with an earlier one, namely na ca 
smartam ataddharmdabhildpat (1-2-19). In the next sūtra 
prdnabhreca (1-3-4)" the Satrakara is going to directly deny the 
-lutacteristic of abode of heaven etc. to all the individual souls, 
wn liding the various deities. Hence, | feel that there is no need 
u nux up the things. 


go WRT F (1-3-4) 


wya (Ha:) a a ganai aoad, sllaarquanig 
whe TATATE | 


The individual soul also is not the abode of heaven etc. 
lwenttse there is no word in the Sruti, like Jiva, Vayu, Rudra 
ele, 


All the deities like Vayu, Rudra and others are also in this 
‘hes of individual souls, since they too are individual souls only, 
thhuph exalted. This sétra could have been clubbed with the 
jtevious one. But it is kept separately in order to enable it to be 
wpwated in the next sutra. 


Since the characteristics mentioned in the passage under 
lin ussion, convey both the Brahman and Jiva, why should we 
wid accept the identity of Brahman and Jiva? The next sūtra 
‘Iutifies this doubt. 


I go ùg, sit (1-3-5) 
Wd: eT HAT: ARITA A MON A PAM | 


And because it is told that the individual soul is different 
hom Brahman, the individual soul is not the abode of heaven 
the. 
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All the commentators agree on the purport of this sātra, but 
they explain the same with reference to different passages 
(visayavdkya) from Sruti. Sankaracarya takes the same mantra 
from Mundakopanisad (2-2-5) which was discussed with sätra 
1-3-1. Since it is told that "you know that Arman alone", a 
distinction is made between the individual soul, the knower, and 
the Anan, to be known. Rāmānujācārya and Madhvacirya consider 
here a mantra ° from Mundakopanisad. It says: "The individual 
soul abiding on the same tree, being bewildered, grieves; bul 
when he sees the other one, the worshipful Lord, and knows His 
glory, he crosses over his grief”. 


Thus, this s#tra stresses the difference between Brahman and 
the individual souls. Why should we take the word ‘isa’ (Lord) 
as conveying Brahman? Next sūtra answers: 


Il 30 WAT gH I (1-3-6) 
. S i ` 
Jamad set a a Wed AÀ aT ARTTA! 
The abode of heaven etc. is Brahman only, and not the 


Pradhana or an individual soul, since the subject of discussion 
in the section is the Supreme Being only. 


The Mundakopanisad starts (upakrama) with a mantra, which 
says that the first-born deity Caturmukha Brahma (not to be 
confused with Brahman) gave the knowledge of Brahman. 
Brahmavidya, to his eldest son Atharva’. Then the whole of the 
Upanisad talks of the Supreme Being only. Here, in this sdtra, the 
Sütrakāra is using Prakarana, which is one amongst the group 
of six Tatparyalingas*, to prove the contention of the Adhikarana. 


| Wade a SICAL eel ATAA | (S$. BSB. 1-3-5). 
2 amà qa ged amsa MaA gama: ge aa aeaa 
akna: | (Munda. Up. 3-1-2). 


3 % Fen amai sem: amp Peay tal yaaes eT @ wera adramaa 
sdg TE II (Munda. Up. 1-1-1). 


As 


4 MCAT OETA ATTA Md! (PMS. 3-1-13). 
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Sankaracarya and Ramanujacarya have interpreted this satra 
un these lines only. Madhvacarya however feels that this sūtra 
uwlvocates that the word fifa used in the mantra 3-1-2 of 
\lundakopanisad (quoted as footnote on the previous page) refers 
tw Brahman, since the subject of discussion in the section is 
hiahman only'. He has felt this way possibly because the word 
a denotes a ruler as well as Rudra, and in some scriptures? the 
iwity Rudra has been described as the creator of this universe. 
Ihercfore, some may get confused that Rudra only is Brahman. 
ln Vedic religion, there are a number of functional presiding 
Wates (abhimani devata) and among the followers of Vedic 
whpgion every one has his own personal deity (upāsya devatd). 
While worshipping or meditating on his personal deity, he addresses 
it deity as the creator and the protector of the world and as the 
Supreme God only. Since all the powers exercised by the deities 
me (hose delegated to them by the Supreme Being, a devotee 
worshipping his personal deity, is indirectly worshipping the 
‘Supreme Brahman only. Bhagavadgita corroborates this belief 
when itsays,: "I give unswerving faith to each devotee who seeks 
wy worship with faith whatever divine form (he chooses). With 
thut faith, he wishes to worship that form. From that divinity he 
ultnins the objects of his desires; for I Myself have ordained 


"4 


ie 


This is what practically happens. But, Brahma-sitras, being 
iwuretical treatises, teach that,4 "That Brahman, the Supreme 
Wei, is different from the deities Indra etc. on account of the 
thy liation of the difference”. The Supreme Brahman is the inner 


| a SSTATERTAT wal FETA: 1 (TDK 1-3-6). 

uaa praia RaR eat weft: Ruani aaa gd a at gee AH aT 
URGE W (Śvetā. Up. 3-4). 

(0 4 aj of ad ae: asiga ata ea oni aaa ATEA I 
(NG 7-21). 


1 4 0 Feed: do (BS. 1-1-21). 
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ruler of these deities and all the powers exercised by these deities 
flow from the grace of that Supreme Being. Possibly because of 
such a situation Madhvacarya thought it fit to forewarn against 
such confusion. 


In addition to the evidence of Sruti and Prakarana for 
establishing the difference between Brahman and Jiva, shown 
here, the next sätra provides the testimony of linga (characteristic 
mark) for the same. 


I go Raami A zl (1-3-7) 


feat: artnet tsi faa TSE | Hed gA eaa] 
a airaa al AACA PASTS ACTA 


. ` fal 
q aaea, Pedra set A a Sa: | 


‘Sthit?’ is the characteristic of abiding without being responsible 
for the fruits of actions. Adanam is the characteristic of being 
subjected to the fruits of actions. Because of the two distinguishing 
characteristic marks, one of Brahman who abides without 
being responsible for the fruits of actions, and the other of an 
individual soul who is subjected to the fruits of actions, the 
difference between Brahman and Jiva is told. On account of 
the mention of the difference between Jiva and Brahman, the 
abode of heaven etc. is That Brahman only and not Jiva. 


The passage (visayavakya) referred to here is the same famous 
metaphor of Mundakopanisad (3-1-1)! where Brahman and Jiva 
are considered as two birds perching on the same tree. Because 
of this difference of nature between Brahman and Jiva, Brahman 
alone can be the abode of heaven etc. and not the Jiva. All the 
commentators agree on the purport of this siétra. Howevet, 
Sankaracarya points out that the distinction between the individual 
soul and Brahman is no more real than that between the ethei 


1 @ goi ag aa aad ge Weed) aaa: qd ceca 
U (Munda. Up. 3-1-1). 
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within a jar and the universal ether'. V. S. Ghate remarks: "It is 
to be noted that the sitras 2, 5, and 7 specially refer to the 
iiicrence of nature between Brahman and Jiva". 


2 FATT | 
go FAT agd, So l (1-3-8) 
i AY aA aaa, aAA ae, A) | 


The word Bhiman meaning abundance or plenitude 
connotes the Supreme Being only on account of His infinite 
htiss and on account of the scriptural teaching about His all- 
transcending glory. 


In this sutra, the predicate is bhuma and the subject is tat, 
which is continued (anuvrtta) from sūtra 1-1-4. Though the subject 
is in neuter gender, the predicate is in masculine, in order to be 
compatible with the statements in the Sruri under discussion, as 
usual, The word bhiiman, derived from bahu ? (many), conveys 
abundance or plenitude. Though it is an abstract noun by derivation, 
it ts used as a noun. 


The topic under discussion here is a passage (visayavdkya) 
hom Chandogyopanisad, which tells that?: "Happiness is in 
petting) Him, Who alone has abundance or plenitude. There is 
no happiness in anything which is little or mortal. Infinite 
abundance alone is happiness. But one should desire to understand 
Him, in Whom there is plentitude (Bhiuma)". 


The question arises as to who is this bhūman. This sūtra 
predicates that bhaman is That Brahman only. There is no 
difference of opinion amongst the commentators about this 


| SRK. p. 288. 
Mh + SAL) gR Aiea | (Panini $-1-122) W > 7+ @) Ad salah 
| tag: AA, (Panini 6-4-158). 

| at aoa age aed ga wa ae ym cada faeces: (Chand. 


l'p 7-23-[). 
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predicate as well as about the passage under discussion. But the 
difference is in the reasoning through which the predicate has 
been arrived at. 


Besides the word bhiima, there are two other words in the 
sūtra, viz. samprasddat and adhyupadeSat, both in ablative. We 
know that the reason (hetu) is mentioned in the sutras normally 
with a word having an ablative case-ending. The question, therefore, 
arises as to whether these two words in ablative supply two 
reasons for arriving at the conclusion mentioned by the predicate 
or whether one is the reason and the other modifies that reason. 


Sankaracarya and Ramanujicarya have taken the second view!. 
The phrase samprasadat adhyupadesat has been interpreted as 
“on account of information / instruction about it being given 
subsequent to / additional to / transcending samprasāda". 


Sankaracarya has interpreted this sāētra thus?: "The Supreme 
Self alone deserves to be bhi#man and not Prana. Why? Because 
bhūman is mentioned as transcending Prana, vital air 
(samprasada)". 


The context for this line of argument is a conversation between 
the student Narada and his teacher Sanatkumara, mentioned in the 
seventh chapter of Chadndogyopanisad. Narada approaches 
Sanatkumara and says, "I have heard from persons like your 
revered self that a knower of Arman goes beyond grief. I am in 
a state of grief. May your revered self take me across it". The 
teacher, following the teaching method- ’from known to unknown’, 
first ascertains from the student what he has already learnt. Narada 
narrates a long list of subjects like Rgveda etc. which he has learnt 
and then confesses that he is a knower of verbal texts only and 
not a knower of Atman. The teacher says, "What you know is a 


1 VSG p. 59. 


2 qA AT THETA A ATT: | HHT? ag... MONS raS AÀ 
Sad 1 mg ga mmaa: | (S. BSB. 1-3-8). 
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name. Worship (continue the study of) the name (texts) and you 
will get whatever is within the reach of name.” Narada enquires 
us to Whether there is any thing greater than the name. The teacher 
unswers, “Surely, speech is greater than name.” Thus, the 
vonversation continues and the teacher reveals an ascending series 
of principles like name (n@ma), speech (vak), mind (manah), will 
iwutkalpah), intelligence (cittam), contemplation (dhydnam), 
umaderstanding (vijidnam), strength (balam), food (annam), water 
\Apah), fire (tejah), ether (@kasah), memory (smarah), aspiration 
uis) and the vital airs (prdna) i.e. the life principle. The teacher 
then eulogizes that one who knows (the Supremacy of) prana 
thus, is Considered as eloquent (ativddi). 


Now, the teacher switches on to a higher gear and takes the 
student Zooming to a higher level. Having praised the one knowing 
ie hierarchy of mundane principles as eloquent, the teacher 
wveals: "But (zu), the real eloquent is he who talks out of realization 
ul Truth." Now Narada does not ask such questions like who is 
#icuter than this or that. He must have guessed that the teacher 
was talking about the Greatest Truth, Atman for which he came 
tu the teacher. Nevertheless, Narada does not stop conversing. He 
sponds quickly and positively to each statement of the teacher. 
When the teacher says "But, one must desire to understand the 
fruth", Narada immediately expresses, "revered Sir, I desire to 
mulerstand the Truth". The teacher dilates the requirements for 
koowing the Truth, as desire (jijfidsa), understanding (vijidnam) 
tmth (vraddhda), steadfastness (nistha) and activity (krtih), and 
«ales the well-known axiom that "When one obtains happiness, 
then alone does one act". For that, one must know what or where 
ia happiness. At this point, the teacher discloses that, "happiness 
‘it (etting) Him, Who alone has abundance or plenitude (bhiuima). 
Hie is no happiness in anything which is little or mortal. Infinite 
abundance alone is happiness. But one should desire to understand 
tun, in Whom there is plenitude (bhama)". This is the passage 
amit discussion here, which poses the question as to who is this 
Land, 
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Sankaracdrya’s pirvapaksin argues on the ground that the 
series of questions and answers between Narada and Sanatkumara 
ends with Prana. Then bhiiman is spoken of. Therefore, bhiiman 
must be referring to Prdna only. Interpreting this siitra (1-3-8) 
Sankaracarya states his siddhdnta that! "The Supreme Self 
(Paramatman) alone deserves to be bhitman and not Prana. 
Samprasdda is the state of deep sleep (susupri) as it is mentioned 
in Brhadaranyakopanisad along with the states of waking and 
dream. Since Prana (vital air) alone remains functioning in this 
state of deep sleep, Prana is referred to here by the term 
Samprasdada (by way of Laksanda). Because Bhūman is mentioned 
subsequent to or as transcending Prdna (Pranadurdhvam), the 
term Bhiiman represents the Supreme Self only”. 


Satkaracarya’s interpretation of the term Samprasdda as vital 
air (Prana) by secondary signification (laksanavrtti) appears too 
far-fetched. It is like taking the word *Bank-holiday’ as ‘Bank- 
watchman’, because he alone is on duty on holidays. Even accepting 
Samprasdda as vital air, one cannot ignore that vital air is an 
insentient principle according to Sankaracarya. On the contrary 
Bhiiman, who is said to be happiness personified (Bhūmaiva 
sukham) must necessarily refer to a sentient principle, because 
happiness is an attribute of a sentient being. To overcome this 
difficulty Ramanujacarya takes Jiva in place of Prana. Still, the 
explanation fails to convince. It is true that Prana is great in the 
company of other principles described along with it. It ts true that 
the Supreme Self transcends’ Prana as he transcends every other 
thing. It is equally true that Bhaman (plenitude of all auspicious 
attributes) refers to the Supreme Being. Yet the transcendence ol 
the Supreme Self over Prana cannot be said to be a necessary 
and sufficient condition for the Supreme Self to be Bhiiman. 


I PRETENSE YT AGRA a A: BEATA? AETA AEST A YH 
em THAR Tete STS ge AT q CHPIRGETAR AL OE 
arr! A TEETER AÀ TAA HS EASRA | SOT 
WA aiaa: 1 ($. BSB. 1-3-8). 
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While expounding the highest Truth the teacher has, no doubt, 
described a hierarchy of various principles and Prana occupies 
the top rung in that ladder. But by the time the teacher introduces 
the term Bhiman, he is talking of happiness as an inspiration for 
the sentient beings to act and Bhaman as an infinite source of 
happiness. Prana is left behind in the discussion and hence one 
wed not hang on to Prana. 


The sūtra has been explained above, as "Bhiiman is the 
Supreme Self only and not Prana”. But the sūtra actually has only 
an affirmative proposition and "not Prana" is only a conjecture. 
I! the Satrakadra intended to negate the status of bhūman to 
liana, he would have said so as he has done in other cases, 
cg. "netaro’nupapatteh (1-1-16)", "Anavasthiterasambhavacca 
nefarah (1-2-17)", "Na ca smdrtamataddharmabhilapat 
(1 2-19)", "Ata eva na devatd bhittam ca (1-2-27)". Therefore 
the above line of explanation followed by some commentators 
i not found convincing. If the Satrakdra had in mind a 
‘omparative reference to Prana, he was expected to prefer 
a simpler phrase like ‘Praénddadhyupadesat’ (laghavam) to 
a cumbersome phrase as ‘SamprasaddaddadhyupadeSat’ 
iCrouravam). 


Madhvacarya is the only commentator who has taken a 
hesh view of this sūtra. He has treated both the terms 
with ablative case-ending in the sētra as two separate reasons 
thet) for establishing the proposition that bhiiman is Brahman 
uuly. But V. S. Ghate considers this as "not reasonable owing 
iu the absence of ca"'. However, the absence of ca presents no 
jioblem since ca can be taken? (anukarsanam) from the next 
wita with sanctity. Moreover, since the Brahma-sitras have 
«ume down the ages through oral transmission, there are variations 
m the reading and the total number of satras. For example, the 


1 VSG. p. 59. 
wna agp | (TDK. 1-3-8). 
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term sdrirasca, which forms a part of sutra 1-2-20 according to 
Sankaracarya, Madhvācārya, Nimbārkācārya and Vallabhacarya, 
has been read with stra 1-2-19 by Ramanujacarya. Further, the 
whole term Sarirasca of sūtra 1-2-20, has been taken by 
Raghavendratirtha while composing the vrtti of sūtra {-2-19. 
Thus, taking a word from the next séfra is neither novel nor 
forbidden though modern scholars do not accept this. Hence it 
is not unreasonable. Moreover, in all probability, s@tra 1-3-8 and 
1-3-9 could both together have formed one sétra only as "Bhima 
samprasadat adhyupadesat dharmopapattesca". Then where is 
the question of absence of ca? 


According to Madhvacarya, this sūtra adduces two reasons 
(hetu) to establish the proposition that bhaman refers to Brahman, 
viz. samprasada and adhyupadesa. Samprasdda means infinite 
bliss (pirnasukham)'. Some may think that even though Brahman 
may have abundance of happiness, He may also have a little of 
sorrow somewhere sometimes. As per Raghavendratirtha’, instead 
of using the word purnasukhatvdat, the term samprasddat is used 
to indicate that the (Brahman’s) bliss is unmixed with any kind 
of sorrow. "This is brought out in the sutra, according to the 
Tatparyacandrikad of Vyasatirtha, by the use of the word 
samprasdda whose derivation carries the sense of destruction of 
all pain’’>. In other words, samprasdda means infinite bliss, which 
causes a continuous unending state (feeling) of serene, composed 
joy unmixed with any sorrow. The second reason adhyupadesa 
means scriptural teaching about Brahman’ s all-transcending glory’. 
It is to be noted that the greatness of other principles like Nama, 
Vak, etc. is told with reference to some other principle in that 


l pies ah GEL! ETF TATA: TESTE: | (NS. 1-3-8) (BNK. p. 215) 
area are arate: Sea gA gad RA a aera | 

coger vee Grameen AR, (TDK 1-3-8). 

3 PRUETT “Nee Raoa NAR A ANS TTT BTA 


way TTA eTA| (TCP. p. 574) (BNK. p. 216). 
4 BNK. P. 216. 


tw 
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yroup, whereas the all-transcendence (sarvottamatva) of Brahman 
has been revealed without referring to or comparing with any 
other principle. Thus, the purport of the sätra is that bhiiman 
refers to Brahman only because of the teaching (by 
Chdandogyopanisad) that (i) He who is Bhaman is bliss’ and that 
üi) He transcends all other principles. 


The next sūtra adduces another reason to establish that the 
wrm Bhaman refers to Brahman only. 


M ~e “XN = 
Ul 4 AJAA 36 Il (1-3-9) 
WAT Fel’ AA TACATSACTATT | 
The term Bhiman conveys the Supreme Being only because 


(he characteristics like omnipresence told (in Chand. Up.), 
suit Him only. 


Chandogyopanisad describes further some characteristic 
properties like omnipresence? etc. for Bhiiman. Since these 
properties are befitting for Brahman only, the term Bhiman refers 
to Brahman. 


A AART. | 
ll oo aaar: 4 N (1-3-10) 
Wi TY AVE AAA: ARMCHAIR | 


The term Aksara (mentioned in Brha. Up. 3-8-8) refers to 
Hrahman only because it is said to be the support of everything 
upto and including Akasa signifying Cit-Prakrti. 


The topic under discussion here is a conversation between Rsi 
Yajnavalkya and Gargi mentioned in the eighth section of third 
'hapter of Brhaddranyakopanisad. Gargi fires two questions to 


1 a) yo gE ated AMAT | (Chand. Up. 7-23-1). 
n tape, A TART, ----- | (Chand. Up. 7-25). 
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Yājñavalkya. The first! is “by what is that pervaded which is 
above heaven and below the earth, which is this heaven and earth 
as well as between them, and which they say was, is and will be?" 
The Rsi answers’ as, "that is pervaded by the empty space Akasa", 
Then she asks the second question: "By what is the Akasa 
pervaded"? The Rsi replics*: "The knowers of Brahman express 
that this Imperishable (aksaram) indeed is that". Then Yajfiavalkya 
unfolds a series of characteristic marks of that Imperishable in 
enigmatic terms like neither gross nor minute, neither short nor 
long, unseen but seeing etc. Literally the word aksara means 
imperishable and it is found used in scriptures to denote (i) a 
syllable (ii) jada-prakrti (iii) Cit-prakrti as well as (iv) Brahman. 
Hence the question arises as to what is referred to by the term 
Aksara in Yajfiavalkya’s reply cited above, which is said to have 
pervaded the empty space occupied by the Earth, the Heaven, 
between the two and beyond the two and which ts described by 
the said series of enigmatic epithets. This sūtra avers that Aksara 
mentioned in the present discourse (between Yajnhavalkya and 
Gārgī) refers to the Supreme Brahman, because it sustains 
everything from the Earth to the sky, i.e. entire cosmos 
(ambarantadhrateh). 


There is no difference of opinion among the commentators 
about the purport of this sétra, but they differ in their method ot 
explanation and in the assumption of Pérvapaksa. 


Sankaracdrya considers the doubt whether the term ‘aksara’ 
here conveys a syllable or Brahman. His objector (Parvapaksin) 
argues that aksara popularly denotes a syllable and this fact 
cannot be ignored. Moreover, he says, another Upanisad tells 


1 aged fea: aag Gren: aga caged A agd = Hae ANA 
aiee a aid F1 (Brha. Up. 3-8-4). 

BPA deld J Md Al (Brhu. Up. 3-8-4). 

Bo Gy AN sas Wawa! (Brha. Up. 3-8-7). 

Ue agen AEM anraatea | (Brha. Up. 3-8-8). 

a ada afl sey, fer gerd: | 


a Bow ty 
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that, "all this is the syllable Om only"! Sankaracarya explains the 
sviddhdnia that Aksara conveys Brahman (the Supreme Being) 
only because It Supports the entire universe of effects, from the 
earth to the sky’. Ov is a symbol of Brahman to aid meditation 
on Brahman, and in order to emphasize its importance it is told 
thut, "all this is the syllable Orn only"*. Aksara in the sense of 
being imperishable (na ksarati) and all-pervading (asnute) conveys 
the Supreme Brahman only. 


The claim of the syllable Om to the status of Brahman is very 
weak because the syllables are by nature insentient things whereas 
the Aksara here is described as seer etc. which are characteristics 
ul a sentient being. 


Ramanujacarya considers the claim of Jada-Prakrti and the 
unlividual soul. His Purvapaksin argues that it is Jada-Prakrti i.e. 
Mradhdna which is referred to here, because Scriptures also refer 
to Pradhana as Aksara. Pradhāna is the cause of Akasa. The 
Akasa which is said to be the support of everything of the past, 
present and future is the unmanifest Pradhdna or Avydkrta-Akasa 
aud not mere ether. The Śruti tells that this unmanifest Akasa is 
woven like warp and woof (i.e. supported), by Aksara. Therefore, 
Ramänujācārya contends that the Aksara here cannot be the 
Madhdna, for Pradhdna cannot be its own support’. Moreover, 
Piadhāna being insentient principle cannot see, hear, and so on. 
“Fhe description of Aksara as that which sees, hears, and so on, 
excludes Pradhdana and the descriptions of Aksara as seeing all 
while remaining unperceived by others excludes Jivatman. So, 


Ihe conclusion is that Aksara is Brahman". 


1 we Ud FAL (Chand. Up. 2-23-3). 


YARRA UROL (S. BSB. 1-3-10). 
| tah pa Gad aa sia def maaa, e_qrrd zea 
$ BSB. 1-3-10). 


vo Stbhisya - SV 1-3-9. 
UNK- L p. 235. 
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Madhväcārya considers the claim of Cit-Prakrti, the presiding 
deity of Jada-Prakrti, which is known as the Sri-tattva. The doubt 
is whether the term Aksara here refers to Brahman or Cit-Prakrti 
(Sritattva) because the scriptures describe both as aksara i.e. 
imperishable. Since the Aksara is characterized here as the seer, 
hearer and so on, the Jada-Prakrti or Omkdra have no room in 
the doubt'. The Parvapuksin argues that Aksara here refers to 
Sritattva, because Sritattva is popularly known and described by 
the term aksara®. Moreover, in the same context of 
Brhadaranyakopanisad (3-8-9) itis told that the sun and the moon 
are held up in their positions by the Aksara ?. From Vagambhrani 
Sūktá* (Rgveda 10-125-2) we know that it is the Sritattva which 
supports the sun, the moon and all other lesser deities. The 
characteristics of incomprehensibility (adrsyatva) etc. mentioned 
here for Aksara, have been told for the Cit-Prakrti i.e. Sritattva 
in Bhagvadgita (12-3)°. Moreover, the Sruti tells that It (Aksara) 
does not eat anything, nor is It eaten by anybody*®. But we have 
already seen in an earlier sūtra that Brahman is the devourer of 
the entire moveable and immovable world’. Cit-Prakrti has 
nowhere been described as the eater of anything. So there is no 
objection in accepting Cit-Prakrti as non-eater®. Hence the term 
Aksara must be connoting here Cit-Prakrti only and not Brahman. 
Thus, the Pirvapaksin comes up with a very strong argument in 
favour of Cit-Prakrti. 


l an Ra: E aea aapa aE ee: | se a aAA L 
EASA q A Dani (TP. 1-3-10). 

2 a amaaa ÈR: (TP. 1-3-10). 

3 qaca asya saad at qaia RA faga: Ran Age 
Terapiaan | (TP. 1-3-10). 

4 aÈ Amei ordren gg ATL (RV. 10-125-2). 

5 SELTA TA RARS FETA | TE a À: | A aA TARA | 
warmed q RANS g gà | (TP. 1-3-10). 

6 a ai Faa a MA RAAI (Brha. Up. 3-8-8). 

7 Sal RRETA! (BS. 1-2-9). 

8 aa MAMARE AAS RA I (TP. 1-3-10). 


13S.1-3-10,11) BRAHMAN IN BRAMHASUTRAS 145 


This sūtra refutes the above argument and establishes the 
conclusion that the term Aksara in the present discourse conveys 
Brahman only. Yajfiavalkya first tells that it is akaga', the empty 
space (avyakrta ākāśa) which pervades the heaven, the earth, 
between the two and beyond the two and which is said as was, 
is and will be. (This avydkrta akasa denotes Cit-Prakrti). Having 
told thus, he further says that this @kdsa itself is pervaded like 
warp and woof by Aksara. Thus, because this Aksara pervades 
1.c. supports everything from this earth to akasa (Cit-Prakrti), 
including a@kasa, (ambardntadhrteh), Aksara connotes here 
Brahman only. 


Aksara conveys Brahman only on account of another reason 
too, being given by the next sutra. 


so ST A RIET 3 I (1-3-11) 


Tad set AT! Gl gA: A SNA, Hees SSAA, 
Tad | 


The term ‘ucyate’ is supplied to complete the construction. 
That support to everything from this earth to Akasa is 
ulso told to be through the supreme command of this 
Aksara. 


Sdsana means command. Prasdsana conveys Supreme 
Command. The Sétrakara explains that Brahman’s support to 
everything from this earth to @kdsa i.e. ambarantadhrti should 
he understood not as Aksara directly and literally supporting 
everything, but as everything having its support by the Supreme 
Command of this Aksara. This refers to the next mantra in 
Nrhaddranyakopanisad that “under the Supreme Command of 
this Aksara, O Gargi, the sun and moon are held in their positions, 


| RA Ue agd a Sid a ARTEAN GA: GaN ARR EAR AETA 
Waa Wa A ana samed: | (TP. 1-3-10). 
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heaven and earth maintain their positions, and so on"'. Hence, this 
Aksara connotes Brahman only. 


The Sūtrakāra adduces another reason for accepting Aksara 
as Brahman, in the next sutra. 


te, oN AY, 

Ii 30 AeA 30 II (1-3-12) 

“We . , t « ~ A e ` 

aA egi Wal Aada AATA, wart 

` ; N 

AGIA R Tae | 

The Aksara connotes Brahman only on account of the 

exclusion of mutually exclusive attributes like grossness etc. 


observed in the other ordinary things in nature, from that 
Aksara. 


Yajnavalkya describes, "This Aksara is neither gross nor 
minute, neither short nor long etc. It does not eat anything nor 
is It eaten by anyone". These attributes like grossness and 
minuteness etc. mentioned here, belong to the objects experienced 
in nature and they are found in mutual exclusion. These attributes 
are collectively described in the sutra by the term anyabhdva. As 
interpreted by Madhvacarya, this sitra asserts that "The Aksara 
connotes Brahman only on account of the exclusion of mutually 
exclusive attributes found in nature (anyabhavavyavrtteh) from 
that Aksara". The Sutrakdra does not directly state as "on account 
of exclusion of grossness etc. (sthoulyddivyavrtteh)". Had he 
directly excluded from Aksara all conceivable characteristics (as 
Aksara is neither gross nor minute etc.), then it would have 
reduced Aksara i.e. Brahman to a blank or zero or something 
devoid of any qualities (nirguna), as some pcople believe. By 

oe 


| Gea aT R aA m aA faget fea: ----- afi fay 
fded: ----- | (Brha. Up. 3-8-9). 


2 o- Weqeadecqyday__. a agenf Pra | a AA wa | 


(Brha. Up. 3-88). 
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excluding from Brahman, only the characteristics, which the limited 
human intelligence can conceive in nature (prakrtagunah), the 
Sutrakara indicates' that Brahman, though devoid of characteristics 
found in nature (hence nirguna), can still possess innumerable 
lrans-empirical characteristics (hence saguna) in which even the 
otherwise mutually exclusive characteristics can co-exist. This ts 
exactly what the Sruti tries to drive at when it says that "Brahman 
is subtler than the subtle and bigger than the big?". The statement 
about Aksara ‘not eating anything’ is to be understood in the 
sense that the Supreme Brahman has no necessity of eating anything 
to sustain itself like other creatures’. The purport of the sutra is 
that such exclusion of characteristics observed in nature, mentioned 
with reference to Aksara, will not suit anyone except Brahman ^. 


Sankaracarya has taken anyabhdvavyavrtti as exclusion of 
other alternatives. He has interpreted the sätra as asserting that 
“The Imperishable cannot be the Pradhana for the Aksara is said 
lo be the seeing, hearing and perceiving which Pradhdna is not 
capable of *, 


Rāmānujācārya has interpreted the sutra on similar lines. 
According to him‘; "The insentient Pradhana is excluded because 
the text says that the Aksara is an intelligent principle inasmuch 
as it is a seer, hearer etc. The individual self is excluded, as the 
Aksara is all-seeing but never seen etc. Therefore, this exclusion 
in Aksara, of what has a nature other than that of Brahman, 
confirms the view that It is Brahman". 


mieri Aa ennd: Saag TAR ma A eT CIRA a ATI 
Va aA AeA ANAI (TDK 1-3-12). 

o Roa REA AEAT ----- | (Katha. Up. 1-2-20), 

14 aR Ram aA anaaga AA Ara, vata | 
CTP 1-3-12) (BNK I. p. 230). 

| 4 ọm Pete eenaa, aAa ga gÀ a: (TDK 1-3-12). 

5 SRK. p. 291. 

"o Śn-bhāsya- SV 1-3-11. 
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Madhvacarya’s interpretation seems more ingenious and 
convincing than the other two. Repeated references to Pradhdna 
appear superfluous. 


4 URTA, 
lan M ` 
ll go Saanaa: zo Il (1-3-13) 


A e " 
a: Waa ---- gaea] 


As mentioned twice earlier (BS. 1-1-5 and 1-2-1) a 
Brahmasitra is normally expected to have an assertion (pratijñā) 
and a probans (hetu) to prove that assertion. In case of a sūtra 
in an Adhikarana, where there is no assertion and the satra 
contains only a probans, then it is expected to be a supplementary 
probans for the assertion in the immediately preceding sūtra or 
in the first main sutra of that Adhikarana. 


This sétra 1-3-13, now under discussion, has been treated 
as an independent Adhikarana by all the well-known commentators. 
The sitfra contains a compound word in ablative 
‘tksatikarmavyapadesar, which can be treated as a probans. 
The other word left in the sutra is the pronoun ‘sah’ obviously 
standing for the Paramdtman, the Supreme Being, since we 
are discussing Him only throughout this Adhyaéya. This word 
alone cannot indicate any definite assertion. As a result, wide 
variations are observed in the assertions assumed by various 
commentators. 


According to Sankaracarya the interpretation of this sitra is 
that, “on account of the mention as the object of seeing, he (is 
the highest self)". He considers a mantra from Prasnopanisad as 
the topic under discussion (visayavakya) for this sätra. The mantra 
states that "he who meditates on this Highest Self with the aid 
of the syllable Om, with all its three constituent elements (matras), 
merges with the Sun consisting of light. As a snake becomes freed 
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from its slough, in the same way he becomes freed from sins and 
he is lifted up to the world of Brahma (Hiranyagarbha) by the 
Sadmamantras. From this total mass of creatures (i.e. 
Hiranyagarbha), he sees the Purusa who abides in (everyone’s) 
body and who is superior to the higher one (viz. Hiranyagarbha)’”'. 
A doubt arises here as whether the Self to be meditated upon is 
the Supreme Brahman i.e. Nirvisesa Brahman or the four-faced 
Brahma. The Purvapaksin argues that since the meditator is led 
to Brahma-loka, the object of meditation could be the limited 
tapara) Brahma only. The Siddhdantapaksin states that the object 
of meditation here has to be the Supreme (para) Brahman, because 
the Upanisad further says that “he (meditator) sees (iksate) the 
Person who dwells in the body, the One who is higher than the 
highest concentration of life (jivaghanat)'’ The sūtra under 
discussion corroborates this Siddhanta view that the object of 
meditation here is the Supreme Self since it is mentioned as the 
object of seeing (realizing). 


Ramanujacarya has split? the word tksatikarmavyapadeSsat 
mlo two words, iksatikarma and vyapadesat. He treats "tksatikarma 
sah" as the assertion (pratijfid) and ‘vyapadeSdat’ as the reason 
(hetu). Then the word vyapadesat becomes ambiguous and needs 
another word like ‘Paramatmatvena’ to make it meaningful. Thus, 
ihe purport of the sa@tra, according to Ramanujacarya is that "the 
object of meditation (iksatikarma) is Supreme Brahman and not 
Hiranyagarbha (Brahma) because it is later mentioned 
Ivvapadesat) as the Paramātman"*. V. S. Ghate says that if the 
wra is to be understood this way, then it should have been in 


1a: itd aa n gesaai a ass qa Aaa: | WaT meea 
hija et g à a ora AE: a ameda Faas a emia, 
WER Rai gested | (Pragna. Up. 5-5). 
a aeaaee fei JESA get) (Praśna. Up. 5-5), BNK | p. 238. 

1 ai a: eA | Gd: aa ARA e seta RATAA | 
(Sribhisya 1-3-12), BNK I. p. 239. 

1 VSG. p. 60. 
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the form “iksatikarma sa vyapadesat"'. B. N. K. Sharma also 
holds the view thal such a reason (hetu), which needs another 
word to make it meaningful, is not in keeping with the normal 
practice of the Sttrakara’. 


Madhvacarya assumes as visayavdkyas a number of sentences 
pertaining to the creation of the world, such as those in which 
the word ‘sar’ occurs. They are?: (i) In the beginning, dear boy, 
there was only the sat, without a second. (ii) All these beings have 
sat for their source, sat as their abode, sat as their support. 
(iii) All these beings having come from sat, do not know that "we 
have come from sat". 


The doubt envisaged here is whether this ‘sat ` refers to 
Pradhana (Jadaprakrti ) or Brahman. The sätra decides, according 
to Madhvacirya, that since the act of thinking‘ (iksati ) and of 
creating’ (karma) have been attributed (vyapadeSat) to sat, sat 
refers to Brahman ® (which is considered as a sentient principle) 
and it cannot convey the insentient Pradhana. 


No doubt from the standpoint of the commentators, regarding 
the purport of this satra, these erudite comments are indisputable. 
However, ] fail to see any clear indication in the wording of the 
sūtra to suggest that the purpose of the sutra is to decide either 
the object of meditation with the aid of the syllable Om, or the 
referent of ‘sat’ used in some ontological statements. There is 
no clear and independent purpose mentioned in the sutra. As per 
Parvamimamsa Sastra if an injunction is without a clear purpose 


| VSG. p. 60. 
2 BNK, |. p. 239. 
3 ü) ea Amna Siren eur tiei | (Chāng. Up. 6-2-1). 


G) Faye: Adm: Bal: san: Balada: MET: | (Chand. Up. 6-8-6). 
(ii) ZA: aah YA: Ba TA a fag: Ga Ber xe! (Chand. Up. 6-10-2) 
4 deed ag cai MAAR | (Chand. Up. 6-2-3) 
5 Same as above (Chand. Up. 6-2-3). 
6 "aaa aa" a RS SR et ae 
care, AA" elegy aque: | (TDK 1-3-13) 
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(prayojana / phala) then it should be treated as a part of nearby 
injunction having clear purpose'. Similarly, there should be no 
objection if this sutra 1-3-13 is considered as a part of the preceding 
Aksaradhikarana on the evidence of the siitra’s position’ (sthdna). 
Then, the interpretation becomes straightforward and easy as 
follows 


Continuing (anuvrtti ) the term Aksara from sūtra 1-3-10 and 

` from 1-1-4, the sūtra-vrtti becomes, 4: (ATCA) g AR: 
a That Pramdtman, the Supreme Being only is 
Aksara, since the act of seeing (thinking) is ascribed to Aksara. 
Rrhaddranyakopanisad states‘ that this Aksara is the seer and that 
there is no other (independent) seer than this. This act of seeing 
or thinking can be attributed to a sentient Being like Brahman 
and not to Jadaprakrti. This sūtra 1-3-13, if interpreted this way, 
serves as another reason (hetu) for the conclusion established by 
vätra 1-3-10. 1f someone has an objection that the conjunctive 
particle ‘ca’ is missing, it can be taken from the earlier sūtra 
1-3-12. 


Now the question arises as to which one of these interpretations 
can be considered as more acceptable. The wording of the sätra 
does not appear to indicate that the s#ra talks about and decides 
ihe object of meditation, as interpreted by Sankaracarya and 
Rimanujacarya. The last interpretation, suggested by me, which 
vonsiders the sdtra as part of the preceding Aksaradhikarana may 
appear technically correct, but it tells the same thing which has 
heen amply proved earlier and therefore adds little to the 
understanding of the reader. 


Though the sitra does not contain the word ‘sat’, Madhvacarya, 
however, thinks that the s#tra should be interpreted as follows : 


| eai arn ARAI (PMS. 4-4-4). 

| Maa SAA maA, da (PMS. 3-3-14). 
10 ted Atal Gala | (TDK 1-3-13). 

| VAR med RR -------- aAA FB! (Brha. Up. 3-8-11). 
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Ha GED TAT) Yok AGA: HAT: (ATCA) Ua Safa, 
SeoTgieepaal: SAGER | 


The word sat occurring in various contexts of Sruti such 
as ‘sadeva somya’ etc. refers to the Imperishable Supreme 
Being only, because the acts of thinking (iksana) and creating 
(srstikriya) have been ascribed to sat. 


It can easily be seen that, so far, in each Adhikarana, the 
Sutrakara has considered a debatable topic in Vedanta, originally 
discussed in some well-known scriptural text, taking a key-word 
used in the text repeatedly, and has given his decision in the 
matter, thereby revealing certain attribute of the Supreme Being. 
For example, in Aksarddhikarana, the key-word is ‘Aksara’ and 
the topic refers to the nature of the Supreme Being, discussed in 
a conversation between Yajfiavalkya and Gargi, in 
Brhadaranyakopanisad (chapter HI, Section VIII), in which the 
key-word ‘Aksara’ has been repeatedly used. 


In Chandogyopanisad there are, in all, eight chapters. The 
first five of these mainly talk about various rituals and the remaining 
three discuss metaphysical topics. In chapter VI, there is a 
conversation between Uddalaka and his son Svetaketu about the 
nature of the Supreme Being. This is a very important and popular 
chapter, in which the father tells the son repeatedly the oft-quoted 
and oft-debated sentences: Teta A AA aaaf | 


In chapter VII, there is a conversation between Sanatkumara 
and Narada about the nature of the Supreme Being and the 
key-word used is "Bhaima". In chapter VIII, there is a 
conversation between Prajapati and his disciple about the 
nature of Brahman, as the one that dwells in the tiny space, 
‘Dahara’, in the heart of a living being. The key-word in this 
discussion is dahara. These three conversations are quite 
independent of each other. 


Now, having covered the topic of chapter VII in 
‘Bhum@dhikarana’ and the topic of chapter VIII in 
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‘Duharadhikarana’ the Sitrakara is not expected to overlook or 
miss the most important topic of Chdndogyopanisad in chapter 
VI, wherein the key-word used for Brahman is ‘sat’. Therefore, 
possibly Madhvacarya might have guessed that the key-word at 
the back of Sitrakara’s mind while composing this sētra, in the 
vicinity of Bhamddhikarana and Daharddhikarana, could be ‘sar’, 
on the strength of the positioning (sthdna)! of the sūtra. Thus, if 
Madhvacarya’s interpretation is accepted, then the sätra becomes 
more meaningful. 


§ TIT | 


In this Adhikarana, the Sūtrakāra confirms the Vedic concept 
that the Supreme Being dwells in the heart of every living being. 
In sūtra 1-2-18 earlier also, the author has established that the 
Supreme Being is the indwelling controller in everyone. The main 
vitra here is: 


l GX TAT: Zot (1-3-14) 


By and large all the commentators agree on the purport of 
Ihis Adhikarana though there are some variations in reading the 
wording of the sūtra. 


The word dahara means small or tiny and is an adjective. But 
ihe term daharah is a noun meaning a tiny cavity in the heart of 
u living being. In this sätra, the term dahara is followed by a 
vowel, Hence, it can be taken either as daharah? or as dahare >. 


Sankaracarya reads the word as daharah and interprets the 
uira thus*:"The small space in the heart is Brahman, but not 
elemental ether (bhatakasa) or individual soul (Jiva), on account 


| Yee SATA mA, ad (PMS. 3-3-14). 

1 adaga ASRI (Panini 8-3-17), S: AHCI | (Panini 8-3-79). 

| UMATA: | (Panini 6-1-78), S: Whew | (Panini 8-3-79). 

E WHT Ca SETA HARER a YTS Stal AT) HET TAO ATA 
MPa (S. BSB. 1-3-14). 
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of what follows". The topic under discussion (visayavākya) here 
is a passage from Chdndogyopanisad ' namely: "Now, in this city 
of Brahman, there is a mansion in the shape of a small lotus; in 
it is a small space (aka@sa). What is within that is to be sought, 
that indeed, one should desire to understand". The doubt? here. 
according to Sankardcarya, is whether the small space in the heart 
refers to the elemental space (bhūtākāśa) or the individual soul 
(Jiva) or Brahman. Therefore, he says, the sūtra decides that 
daharah refers to Brahman but not to others because it has been 
asked to be searched and understood. and in later passages it is 
said to be as large as the outer ether, the support of heaven and 
earth etc. and is free from sin etc. These qualities cannot apply 
to the elemental akdsa or Jiva. 


Ramanujacarya also has interpreted the sūtra on the same 
line. However, the reading as ‘daharah’ by these commentators 
and their conclusion that the small space in the heart itself is 
Brahman is not in keeping with the wording of the statement from 
Chandogyopanisad under discussion (visayavakya). The Upanisad 
clearly states* that, “There is a mansion in the shape of a smal! 
lotus. In it is a small space. What is WITHIN THAT is to be 
sought". The Bhāmatī has tried to defend Sankaracarya’s reading 
by arguing that the pronoun ’fasmin’ refers not to the immediately 
preceding word akasah but to the remotely preceding word 
‘hrtpundarika’*. B. N. K. Sharma counter-argues that in that case, 
instead of the pronouns ‘yad ° and ‘tad’ in the visayavakya, we 
should expect to find their masculine forms ‘yah’ and ‘sah’ with 


| aa iil Solel at yes aan lsa aee 
aaa Aam | (Chand. Up. 8-1-1). 

2 a asd a ape g Ra: a: a EÈ aasa Aga 
WAAR Awad | (Ś. BSB. 1-3-14). 

3 at yeis Qm cee: aÈ AREA: ARA, Ad Bed: ad, HAEN i 
(Chand. Up. 8-1-1). 

4 ARR: A eel AARAA EAE | 
(Bhamati 1-3-14, BNK I. p. 245). 
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reference to the word daharah '. Therefore, Madhvacarya rightly 
reads the term dahara in the sūtra as dahare. Then, the 
interpretation of the sätra would be as follows : 


akaaka gara AR Hogecgeaseae | Galera alate T | 
qani Ae Get gÀ TY Fela saae AAT A: | 


The words ‘tat tu are continued. The term 
‘dyubhvadyayatanam’ is continued from sūtra 1-3-7 skipping 
over the intermediate särras. The word ‘sat’ is also continued 
Irom the preceding sätra. What is inside the tiny space in the 
heart is Brahman only, the support of heaven and earth etc. 
on account of the characteristics like freedom from sin etc. 
mentioned in the following sentences. 


The sétra contends that what dwells inside the small space 
in the heart of a being is Brahman, described as the support of 
heaven and earth etc. and not the elemental ether or Jiva, because 
the same entity is later described as free from sin, old age, death, 
sorrow, hunger, thirst and so on?. These characteristics cannot 
apply to the elemental ether or individual soul. 


The Satrakdra offers some more reasons in the next sutra, 
to vindicate the concept that Brahman dwells in the heart of every 
Iwing. The same Chadndogyopanisad further tells? that, "all these 
‘teatures here, though they daily go into the realm of Brahman 
(n their heart, during deep sleep), yet do not find it. Hence the 
next stra asserts as shown herebelow. 


do naea aM R ge fer A 


(1-3-15) 
1 BNK L p. 245. 
y areare RA Agege ARAS ATA: ATTA: AGT: Asaa: 
a ffrae: es (Chand. Up. 8-7-1). 


oe: ai: Sa: aeeoa Td aae a fedied----- | (Chānd. Up. 8-3-2). 
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aN 


Set akaaka Te: GaN: | A ACRed: | ZA AW wea 


TOISAS A FT | ga fe say a QUA 
ecqaen Ze! 


The words ‘dahare’, ‘tat tu’ are continued. The word ‘gati’ 
stands for the repose obtained during deep sleep. Sabda stands 
for the ‘word Brahman’. On account of the mention of the 
characteristic of being the daily repose and the use of the word 
Brahman (in Brahmaloka), what dwells in the tiny cavity of 
the heart is Brahman only. Similarly, it is seen indeed in other 
Srutis also that the One dwelling in the heart-lotus has the 
characteristic of dwelling in a world having oceans of ambrosia. 


Having introduced the concept in mantra 8-1-1, 
Chandogya Upanisad further describes! the entity in the 
heart-lotus as the supporter of all these worlds. This attribute 
applies to Brahman only. Secondly, in Brhadaranyakopanisad 
also there is a parallel statement? which tells that "He who lies 
in the ether that is within the heart is the controller of all, the 
lord of all, the ruler of all is the protector of all these worlds”. 
Hence the Sutrakdra adduces two more reasons in the next 
sūtra in support of the proposition that Brahman dwells in the 
heart-lotus of every being. 


; ` aS a ` 
N g gia neAse: go 
(1-3-16) 


TRA JAE F TA I A aa AAN | R wala A: 
q Agta g gR A N: TA: ARAA, 
EÀ geau À IA | 


From the term ‘dhrti’, a sentence having the word dhrti is 
to be understood. ‘Ca’ is taken in the sense of ‘upalabdheśca’. 


1 oaa am a AA SANTA l (Chand. Up. 8-4-1). 
2 a isaga aaaea adea aah adedana: aea A: we wa Ag 
wat Sai | (Brha. Up. 4-4-22). 
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What lies in the heart-lotus is Brahman only, on account of 
(1) the distinctive attribute of being the protector of all these 
worlds and (ii) the Brahman’s glory found attributed to what 
tles in the heart-lotus, in Brhadaranyakopanisad too. 


The next sétra provides another reason for holding that 
Hrahman dwells in the heart-lotus of all beings. 


ll so RA so (1-3-17) 
qed Bele aed AGT? SeaTac ASI: EAA: F | 


What lies in the tiny cavity of heart is Brahman only 
because the concept of Brahman dwelling in the heart-lotus 
W well established in Sruti texts like ‘daharam vipapmam’ 
vlc. in Taittiriya Mahanarayanopanisad. 


As an example, Madhvacarya quotes a mantra! from 
Nurayanopanisad of Taittiriya Sakhd. It says that; "In the 
midst of the heart-city there is a small lotus free from sin. It 
i. the abode of the Supreme Being. In that is a tiny space. 
Ihe one, who is free from sins, free from sorrow and dwells 
in that (tiny space) should be meditated upon". Thus. the 
samcept of the Supreme Being abiding in the heart-lotus is 
qute well-known. 


When Chandogyopanisad addresses the entity dwelling in the 
lwatt-lotus as Atman and also addresses the liberated individual 
antl as Arman and Brahman, why should we not consider that, 
what dwells in the heart is Jiva? The next sūtra answers this 
question. 


I go FRANCS et AAPA, 4 Il 
(1-3-18) 


oie Aa eat ad ad queda) yeda, cenit cat et fete: afer, 
eeagaMRaACEAL | | (M. BSB. 1-3-17). 
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Chandogyopanisad first asks' us to investigate and understand 
that which dwells inside the tiny space in the heart of a being. 
It addresses? the entity as ‘Atman’ and describes the same as free 
from sin, old age, death, sorrow, hunger, thirst and so on. Further, 
the Upanisad tells what happens when an embodied individual 
soul gets liberated or emancipated. It says? that ‘this (individual 
soul), having obtained the grace of the Supreme Being, rises out 
of this body, reaches the effulgent Supreme Being and appears 
(and remains) in its own original (bodiless) form. This individual 
soul too has been addressed’ by the Upanisad as Atman and 
Brahman. The Upanisad says, "he who moves about adored in 
dreams, is the Atman. He is the immortal, the fearless. He is 
Brahman". Therefore, someone may argue that since the individual 
soul is reterred to here as Atman and the entity dwelling in the 
tiny space in the heart of a being has also been referred to as 
Atman, what dwells in the tiny space in the heart is the individual 
soul. This satra refutes such a contention. 


TREY Sle Ecosse Wad R a: ofa: ga Aaa 
aana RATA, sees sid ses | 


If it is said that, since the individual soul, which is other 
than the Supreme Being, is referred to by the word Atman, 
which word was earlier referred to the entity dwelling in the 
heart-lotus, it is the individual soul that dwells in the tiny 
space in the heart, (we say) it is not so, because it is impossible 
to have the characteristics of being free from sin etc. and of 
immortality etc. in individual souls. 


The entity dwelling in the tiny space inside heart-lotus has 
been earlier described as free from sin, old age, death, hunger, 


1 Chand. Up. 8-1-1. (Footnote under BS. 1-3-14). 

2 Chand. Up. 8-7-1. (Footnote under BS. 1-3-14). 
T ase WK Aiteverq a AAAA ----- 
(Chand. Up. 8-12-3). 


4 FUN Cae ARA AA a agama Naga- | (Chand. Up. 8-10-1). 
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ihirst etc. It is impossible to attribute these characteristics to the 
muividual soul. A liberated individual soul may acquire such 
ultributes. Therefore, if someone argues! that since it is possible 
lor a liberated individual soul to acquire these attributes, the 
individual soul only is said to dwell in the heart-lotus in view of 
Ws future liberated status, it is not tenable because even for the 
iterated individual soul it is impossible to acquire such attributes 
imulependent of the grace of the Supreme Being. 


It may be with the grace of the Supreme Being, but when it 
n possible for the Jiva to acquire freedom from sin, oldage etc., 
a seen from the later description then why should we not consider 
that it is the Jiva dwelling in the heart-lotus which is asked to 
Iw investigated and understood? The next sétra answers this 
question. 


Nm SAS 


NS swaaide A I R 


ta a aR ga R a aa aR A a aa wale” af 


maT gR a: She ele a aa AEN: Te: GRG 
Nt Jeqq | 


‘Tw here means ‘only’. The words ‘sah’ and ‘dahare’ are 
sumtinued. ‘Na’ is supplied to complete the construction. If it be 
auld that the individual soul only dwells in the heart-lotus on 
mcount of (the description in) the subsequent sentence ‘there 
We moves about’ etc., it is not so, because what is said in that 
wntence is about a liberated soul only appearing in its own 
arlpinal bodiless form. 


‘The objector insists that since the liberated individual soul 
linn been described in the subsequent sentence’ as moving about 
enjoying (eating), playing, rejoicing with women, vehicles or 


1 bared ga aeaa Wa aAA Slt GRACIA TAT AAT | 
CHP 1-3-18) 
to Cae aerate cam: etal aval arfaial Aa ea Inks 
| (Chand. Up. 8-12-3). 
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relations, not remembering this body in which he was born etc., 
the characteristics of freedom from sin, old age, death, hunger, 
thirst etc. can be attributed to the liberated individual soul and 
hence that only is the one who dwells in the heart-lotus. This sutra 
refutes this contention. 


The idea is that we are discussing here about that which is 
free from sin, death etc. and dwells in the heart-lotus of a living 
being. It is impossible for an individual soul to be free from sin, 
death etc., while living with a body and a heart. When it (jīva) 
may acquire these attributes after liberation, it will have neither 
a body nor a heart. Here, the reader may have a genuine doubt 
that when a liberated soul has neither body nor any organs, how 
the Upanisad tells that the liberated soul moves about enjoying 
(eating), playing, rejoicing with women etc. How can the liberated 
souls be distinguished as male and female? Apparently, the 
statement looks contradictory. The Upanisadic Statements are nol 
to be taken in their literal sense. In the statement under reference 
above, what the Upanisad tries to drive at is that the liberated soul 
remains in a state of absolute happiness. But the mundane audience 
cannot imagine happiness without reference to the sensual 
enjoyments. In their conception, a man is happy when he gets 
everything that he wants. Therefore, it is customary for religious 
books to use such a language as is done in the Upanisad above. 
Qur’an, the sacred book of Islam, expresses similar sentiments. 
It says! that, “the description of paradise which the pious persons 
have been promised is that in it are rivers of water, the taste and 
smell of which are not changed, rivers of milk of which the taste 
never changes; rivers of wine delicious to those who drink; and 
rivers of clarified honey; there in for them is every kind of fruit, 
and forgiveness from their Lord (Allah)". 


The persistent argument of the Pérvapaksin that it is the Jiva 
dwelling in the heart which is asked to be investigated, since il 


) Qur'an. Sura (Chapter) 47, verse 15. 
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is later described as Atman and Brahman, is refuted in the next 
wira on another standpoint. 


i do aaia AA: FN (1-3-20) 


Wa) sea: i: AA: A a: a: | Ty ne ef a: 
yami: qaaa: a a aAA: |! 


‘Ca’ here means ‘only’. ‘Anyartha’ means that which has a 
different topic (under discussion). The reference as ‘“‘this Atman”’ 
speaks about something else i.e. the Supreme Being only, and 
not about the individual soul. 


In sūtra 1-3-18 earlier, the objector (Parvapaksin) had argued 
tha, "it is the individual] soul which dwells in the heart-lotus 
lneause it is referred to by the term Anan". This was refuted by 
the Sitrakdra by pointing out the impossibility of attributing the 
‘haracteristics like freedom from sin, death etc. to an individual 
uml. Here in this sūtra, the Satrakdra takes a different stand to 
wiute the same argument of the objector. The sutra, as interpreted 
ly Madhvacarya says that the reference as “this Atman" speaks 
about something else i.e. the Supreme Being only, and not about 
the individual soul. 


This sūtra is so laconic that it permits different interpretations. 
A cording to Sankaracarya, the sitra tells that? the reference to 
ihe individual soul has a different meaning, i.e. to make us aware 
4 ats real nature. Rāmānujācārya interprets thus*: ‘‘And the 
wlerence (to the individual soul) is for a different purpose’’. 


However, the interpretation of Madhvacarya has been found 
i be in keeping with and supporting the central theme of this 
\iukarana that it is the Supreme Being who dwells in the tiny 
pi e in the heart-lotus of a living being, and not the individual soul. 


1 VKM. 1-3-20. 
SRK t-3-20, 
‘wibhasya - SV. 1-3-19. 
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If one doubts how Brahman can exist in such a tiny space 
in the heart of a living being, then the next sūtra deals with this 
doubt. 


l go Heya Agha n (1-3-21) 


a aR IS: | STMT TANT SEL F: a Fal ef Waal ad 
ae AAA THA 


The word na is supplied to complete the construction. If it 
is said that, what dwells in the heart-lotus of a living being 
cannot be Brahman because the space available within the 
heart-lotus is understood to be tiny, it is not so. It has already 
been explained earlier (in sūtra 1-2-7) that like space (Akasa), 
the omnipresent Brahman may be said to occupy a tiny and 
limited space for the purpose of meditation. 


6 AIPA, | 
w AJP A HI (1-3-22) 


Here again, in this stra, there is no express assertion (pratijfid) 
to be proved. The words only indicate the probans (hetu). The 
term ‘anukrteh’ in the ablative is clearly the probans. The pronoun 
‘tasya’ in the genitive, obviously standing for the Supreme Beiny 
since He is being discussed, only qualifies the term ‘anukrtel 
As already said during the discussion on sutra 1-3-13, when u 
sūtra contains only a probans or when there is no clear assertion 
(pratijfia), then the sutra’ can be considered as a member of the 
preceding Adhikarana. The conjunctive particle ‘ca’ in the suru 
supports this view and indicates that this sutra provides am 
additional probans to prove the assertion in a preceding sūtra 
Naturally, Ramanujacarya has treated this and the next satra i 
part of the preceding Daharddhikarana'. The term ‘anukrti’ 
literally means either imitation or similarity i.e. parity of attributes 


| VSG. p. 61. 
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Kumanujacarya has taken the term anukrti' in the sense of 
dividual soul’s (Jivdtman’s) attaining parity of attributes 
\xamyam) with Brahman, in liberation (moksa). In 
( hindogyopanisad Prajapati tells his disciple that, "now, that 
wiene (i.e. completely satisfied) being, rising out of this body and 
aching the Supreme Light, appears in his true form. This is the 
Uman, it is said. This is the immortal, the fearless. This is 
Nauhman"?, Thus, in Prajapati’s teaching, the individual soul 
wlains similarity with Brahman, after liberation. As already said 
vitlier (sūtra 1-3-14), Sankaracdrya and Ramanujacarya have 
- intended that the tiny space (daharah) in the heart-lotus, instead 
ul the one within that tiny space, is Brahman. Ramanujacarya 
holds that?, as the individual soul is said to attain the likeness of 
ihe Supreme Light, the small Akasa (daharah), by meditating on 
u the individual soul cannot be this small Akasa. Therefore, 
Mamanujāäcārya’s interpretation’ of this sätra is that, the one 
which attains this likeness, (viz. the individual soul) and the one 
whose likeness is attained (the small Akasa, the Supreme Brahman) 
we different. Thus this sétra supplements the contention of sätras 
IH and 19 earlier that ‘daharah’ is Brahman only and not the 
ilividual soul. 


However, Sankaracirya and Madhvacarya have read more 
meaning in this stra based on the significance of the words used 
twie tn. Therefore, they have treated this sutra and the next one 
v forming a separate Adhikarana. They think that this sätra 
eleis to a popular mantrat, appearing in Kathopanisad (2-2-15), 


BNK I. p. 252. 

moa u gAs i ARa a Stoned ww 
mnl aagana | (Chand. Up. 8-3-4). 

obhbasya - SV. 1-3-21. 

wigs Ra ARASA we RTA: Sribhasya - SV 1-3-21. 
“HK p. 297. 


won al a a aana AT AA Aiea gsaaRa: | Aa ep aa aea 
my qaid Rona il This mantra is normally chanted while performing 
Newt during Paya. 
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Mundakopanisad (2-2-10) and Svetasvataropanisad (6-14). The 
mantra states that, "There the sun does not shine, nor the moon 
nor the stars; these lightenings also do not shine; then how can 
this fire (shine)? Only when He shines, everything shines after 
Him. This whole world is illumined with His light”. Possibly the 
similarity between the words ‘anukrti’ and ‘tasya’ used in the 
sūtra and the words ‘aniibhati’ and ‘tasya’ used in the mantra, 
might have led Sankaracarya and Madhvacarya to conclude that 
this mantra could be the visayavdkya for the satra. 


According to Sankaracarya, the doubt here, which the sirra 
supposedly seeks to clarify, is whether the one after whose shining 
everything shines, whose shining illumines this whole world, is 
some physical luminous body or the Supreme Self'. The sūtra 
declares that it is the Supreme Self only. The Sruti says that 
Brahman is of the nature of light (bAdriipah)’ and Brahman is 
the Light of lights (jyotisam jyotih)’. However, such a doubt is 
less likely. While explaining the intention of the sutra, 
Sankaracarya has quoted the mantra’, "hiranmaye pare kose", 
which just precedes the mantra under discussion, in 
Mundakopanisad. Therefore, it seems that the visayavakya before 
Sankaracarya is as it appears in Mundakopanisad. But in 
Mundakopanisad, the mantras immediately preceding and 
following the visayavakya, expressly talk of Brahman only 
According to Purvamimamsa Sastra, such a situation where n 
statement is sandwiched between two statements, it is known is 
‘sandamSa’> (a pair of tongs). In such a case, the sandwiched 
statement is expected to talk of the same thing as is done by the 
preceding and following statements. Therefore, there is no room 


1 d mgA ad aeq a one adie ora a È avid: aga oe stem 
(S. BSB. 1-3-22). 

Chānd. Up. 3-14-2. 

Brha. Up. 4-4-16., Mund. Up. 2-2-9. 

Mund. Up. 2-2-9. 


RCILIRGICGI niama Aiad aa: (Arthasangraha 54). 


mA bk wh 
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lor any doubt as to whether the visayavdkya talks of Brahman 
or of some other luminous body, as raised by the Sankaracarya’s 
Prirvapaksin. 


If the sutra were to just answer the question as to whether 
‘verything shines after and the whole world is illumined 
hy Brahman or some physical luminous body, then the Sätrakāra 
vould have used the word ‘anubhānār instead of ‘anukrteh’ in 
the sdtra. Anukrti is a general term and anubhanam is a particular 
case. Eventhough the word anukrti literally means imitation or 
similarity, in the statement “everything shines after Him” in the 
visavavākya, more than imitation or similarity there is a sense 
absolute dependence’. 


Madhvacarya has also considered the same visavavdakya, not 
w appearing in Mundakopanisad but as standing in Kathopanisad °. 
He has held the mantra not as posing any doubt but as offering 
n answer to the question posed by the preceding mantra. In the 
just concluded Daharadhikarana it has been established that the 
‘upreme Being dwells in the heart of every living being. 
Authopanisad repeatedly tells that’ ‘‘only those who realize Him 
sho is present in themselves have eternal bliss and not others’’ 
Ihe Upanisad further says that* ‘‘of this they hold that it is the 
hizhest indescribable bliss. How can | comprehend it? Will it 
dawn or not?’ The doubt here, which the disciple (Nachiketas) 
vars to know, refers to the bliss of those who have realized 
Niuthman or to Brahman Himself. While answering Naciketas’ 
question ‘‘whether it will dawn or not’’, the teacher Yama (the 
yud of death), clarifies the doubt, just raised, also in the succeeding 


o epi aa aR eaga Arr saba! area REATI 
apia Age | ae ae petog 


afti (TPD. 1-3-22). 
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mantra. It expresses two attributes of Brahman. The first is that 
everything shines after Him which means that every activity in 
the world is absolutely dependent on the will and compliance ol 
Brahman. The second attribute is that this whole world is illumined 
with His light. The two terms in the siitra viz. ‘anukrteh’ and 
‘tasya’ adduce these two attributes as the reasons for holding that 
the highest indescribable bliss which Naciketas yearned to know, 
refers to Brahman, and not to the bliss of those (jriGnins) who have 
realized Brahman, because it cannot be said that everything shines 
after the bliss of j#dnins, nor can it be said that this whole world 
is illumined by the light of jāānins’ bliss'. 


It is universally accepted that everyone strives for happiness 
and that too for unadulterated and eternal happiness. So, having 
heard from his teacher (Yama) that "only those who realize Him 
(Brahman) who is present in themselves have eternal bliss and 
not others", Naciketas expresses his earnest desire to know 
(experience) that in the words’, “How can I know It? Will It dawn 
or not?". The optative? form of the verb vijdniyam indicates u 
prayer’. This eternal bliss prayed for to be known / experienced 
Gaidnartham prdrthitam), is termed by Madhvacarya m 
‘anukiilyena grhyamdnam’, in his ‘Nydyavivaranam’, which 1 
his another work on Brahmasitras. Anukila (ista) means desirable, 
pleasing. Anukilya is the desirable feeling. Grhyamanam is the 
passive present participle of the root grah, to accept. Thuy, 
anukilyena grhyamdanam is that which is accepted as the mom 
desirable feeling i.e. eternal bliss, because, no other thing is more 
desired than happiness‘. 


a fe magan pA ad a a ager adie ena! (M. BSB. 1-3-22). 
ae amdal faq arf a wna ati (Katha. Up. 2-2-14) 
ARa se 1 (Panini 3-3-161). 
sitar mia fee 1 (KKD 2-2-14). 

BE: AGMA | (Panini 3-2-126). 

SARA TOMA | AA AGEA ATM Tees TTR “RTA M 
aar gaa Tao sad ond aa ae ra: ia ae ee 
WaT! (VKM. 1-3-22). 
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According to Madhvacarya this sérra establishes the attribute 
unukdlvena grhyamdanatvam’ of Brahman. Therefore, the 
exposition (vrtti) of this sūtra will be as follows. 


aR Feat aracqaisaia | deaia AL afcacated | 
MAA AAT LA TOA TG HT TT TET FTI 


wife: aaa Aad SAL al AT ASTRA Fel: TM 
"aa TT Bale Rpm sla dea aR: | 


The phrase ‘ānukūlyena grhyamdnam' is taken for 
«ompatibility of sense. The word ‘tasya’ is repeated. The words 
tut tu’ are continued. The eternal bliss prayed for to be known/ 
experienced is that Supreme Being only, on account of the 
wivities of all, being subject to His will and compliance and 
the whole finite reality manifesting in His light. The reasons 
in this contention are provided by the two words in the sutra, 
anukrteh and rasva. The first one states that every activity in the 
walm of finite reality is subject to the will and compliance of 
Mrahman, Knowledge/ experience is also an intellectual activity. 
Ihe second word tasya specifies that the whole finite reality 
mamlests in His light. 


Confirmation of this conclusion comes from the Smrti texts 
abo, as shown in the next sutra. 


` fan ~A 
we AY Aad Hil (1-3-23) 
MY SAA ST | 


What is declared by Sruti is recollected by Smrti 
Whupavadgita) also. 


In keeping with their respective interpretations of the previous 
“itu, Various Commentators have referred to different verses 
hon Bhagavadgita. Ramanujacarya quotes the verse 14-2', which 


e aaga aa aardi: ast alqaraed sea a crea T 
Wes 14-2). 


168 BRAHMAN IN BRAMHASUTRAS (BS.1-3-23,24| 


says that, "resorting to this knowledge, they have attained attributes 
similar to those of Me; they are not born at the time of creation 
(of the world), nor are they distressed at the time of (its) 
dissolution”. This corroborates the individual soul’s attaining the 
likeness of Brahman in attributes, after liberation. 


Sankaracarya and Madhvacarya refer to stanzas 15-6 and 12 
of Bhagavdgita. The first! one tells that, "the sun does not illumine 
that; neither does the moon nor the fire. That is My Supreme 
abode, reaching which nonce returns here." The second’? verse says 
that, "the brilliance of the sun which illumines this whole world, 
that which is in the moon, that which is in fire, know that as 
mine". The purports of these two verses confirm the contention 
of the mantra, taken as visayavdkya by Sankaracarya and 
Madhvacarya, for the previous siitra. 


7 SAAR / AAT UTA | 
ll go qena wid: HUI (1-3-24) 


Here, the phrase ‘śabdäāt eva’ means ‘because of the word 
(used in the text) itself’. The word ‘pramitah’ has two meanings, 
one as ‘measured or limited’ and the other as ‘proved or 
established’. Therefore, there is scope for the commentators tn 
assume their own doubt and to clarify it with the help of this sūtra. 
Each commentator is right in his own way. 


However, the passage (visayavdkya) considered for discussion, 
by all the commentators, is the same. It says’; ‘the person of the 
size of a thumb resides in the middle of the body. Knowing Him, 
who is the ruler of the past and the future, one need not try tv 


| 4 TARA aol a ANS) a Ges: | Gace a Rada AQT WH HA II (BG. 15-0 

2 Rea at maas Rae aA waa adsl fe anaes 
(BG. 15-12). 
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nave himself (i.e. he becomes fearless). This verily is That (which 
you asked for)’. 


The doubt here, according to Śañkarācārya is whether the 
person (purusah) referred to is the individual soul or the Supreme 
Being. Śañkarācārya has taken the word pramitah to mean 
measured or limited. So, according to him the exposition (vrtti) 
ut the sūtra is; ASAT: dd ERa) Meaied | The puérvapaksin 
mpues that the all-pervading Brahman cannot be limited to the 
size of a thumb; the embodied individual soul limited by adjuncts 
miy, however, be thought of as limited to the size of a thumb. 
In support of his contention he quotes an instance from 
Mahābhārata in which Yama, the god of death, is said to have 
shipped the thumb-sized soul of Savitri’s husband Satyavan. The 
alitra refutes this contention. It says that the person of the size 
ol a thumb residing in the middle of the body can be the Supreme 
Aeng alone because he has been described by the word ruler 
thana) of the past and the future. None other can control the past 
and the future. 


Rāmānujācārya also has followed the same line of 
interpretation. His paérvapaksin quotes a mantra from Sverdsvatara 
l'panisad ! in support of his objection, where there is a clear 
ieterence to the individual soul of the size of a thumb, and having 
beares and egoism. 


lor explaining this sié#tra, Madhvacarya has taken the 
woad pramita to mean ‘established’. He doubts the word 
Nine itself, as whether it conveys Brahman or Prana. Because 
lw same {sana has been described further in Kathopanisad as 
iw one who pushes the prdna (vdyu) upword and impels the 
apina (vadyu) downward and as Vamana sitting in the middle 
“hom all deities worship. Controlling the breath, being in the 


\ MANNE REET: GECTeE Rada a: | gaa Faq aaa ashe 


eon (Sveta. Up. 5-8). 
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middle and being worshipped by all deities refer to the characteristic 
marks (liga) of Prana. Therefore, the Pirvapaksin contends 
that /§ana conveys Prana and not Brahman. The sūtra refutes 
this contention. The exposition (vrtti) of this sūtra, according 
to Madhvacarya is; 


Sara: weld Se aaaea cae Tea: | TTS: feet rey: 
a Bau TGA: | 

It is established that the word Isana conveys Brahman 
only, on account of the use of the word Vamana for him. The 
word ‘Vaémana’ invariably signifies Vishnu and never Prana. 
Therefore, even though the mantra! mentions the characteristic 
marks (liriga) of Prana for sana, the §rutimantra clearly says that 
isana is Vamana. By convention (riidhdrthanirdeSa i.e. Sruti), the 
word ‘Vaémana’ signifies Visnu and not Vayu. The Sruti is always 
considered as stronger’? than and overriding the linga. Hence, 
[Sana conveys the Supreme Being and consequently the person 
of the size of a thumb (afgusthamdatrapurusah) residing in the 
middle of the body refers to the Supreme Being only. 


How can Brahman be of the size of a thumb? This doubt is 
cleared by the next stra. 


I de CAAT g HJARREN (1-3-25) 
EAEN: ARSATA Sel AARAA Ts THIS ATTA 
APTANA | 

The omnipresent Brahman is said to be of the size of u 
thumb with reference to the space available in human heart 


only because human beings alone are eligible to study 
scriptures. 


| wed gaa seared | wea aaa fad dat sored 
(Katha. Up. 2-2-3). 
2 ARRATERA AeA (PMS. 3-3-13). 
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The doubt here is that, since the Supreme Being resides in 
the heart of every living being and the size of the heart varies in 
ilifferent classes of beings, how can the size of the Supreme Being 
he limited to that of a thumb. The surra clarifies that Brahman 
is said to be of the size of a thumb with reference to men only, 
lwcause men alone are capable of understanding Supreme Being 
siding in their heart and meditating on Him. 


There is unanimity among the commentators on the purport 
of this satra. 


A ~ 
B aaa! 9 STORET 
Adhikarana no.s 8 and 9, comprising siitras 1-3-26 to 1-3- 
\® incidentally talk about the eligibility of human beings as well 
w super human beings like deities, for the study of Brahmavidya 
in the scriptures. As such, there appears to be some digression 
anl these sitras are not concerned with the characteristic marks 


wl Brahman, aimed at in this study. Hence, these sutras are 
skipped over. 


1) BETA TIT | 
I so BT Fn (1-3-39) 


This sūtra contains only one word in the ablative case, which 
van only be a probans (hetu). It means ‘on account of trembling’. 
Ihere ts no express mention of any assertion (pratijfa) to be 
moved. Therefore, Ramanujacarya has found it fit to be taken as 
an additional probans for the assertion in the previous 
Pumitādhikaraņa, that the person of the size of a thumb residing 
inthe middle of the body is the Supreme Being. Ramanujacarya has 
then as the passage (visayavakya) for discussion a mantra! from 
Authopanisad. The mantra says’, "whatever there is in the whole 


i oak faa aa ad om cata Pega seg aged 4 RRA vata 1 
thutha. Up, 2-3-2). 
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world, when it comes out of Him, trembles in His breath. He is 
a great terror like the raised thunderbolt. Those who know this 
become immortal”. According to Ramanujacarya, this text tells 
us that the whole world trembles from great fear of Him who is 
of the size of a thumb, and who is referred to in the above text 
as Prana. Such power before which everything trembles, can be 
Brahman only, as seen from other texts also. For example, Taittirtya 
Upanisad says' that, “from Its fear the wind blows, from fear the 
sun rises, etc.” Hence, the person of the size of a thumb residing 
in the middle of the body is Brahman only. 


-The passage (visayavakya) discussed above by Ramanujacaryu 
is the same as that taken earlier by Sankaracdrya. But his 
interpretation of the mantra and conception of the doubt are 
different. According to Sankaracarya, the mantra tells that, "this 
whole world, having emerged, throbs with the help of Prana ° (the 
life principle). It is a great terror, an uplifted thunderbolt. Those 
who know this become immortal". The doubt here is who is this 
Prana and what is this terrific Vajra ?. Sankaracdrya has treated 
this sūtra as a separate Adhikarana. His Pitrvapaksin argues thut 
this Prana is the air that sustains life and Vajra is the thunderbolt 
generated by moving air during rain. Immortality also is due to 
the knowledge of air. The sutra refutes this contention. Accordiny 
to Sankaracarya, this mantra talks of Brahman only, because the 
preceding and succeeding mantras discuss the Supreme Beiny 
How can we say that the air is described in the middle? From the 
sentence that "this whole world throbs with the help of Prana". 
it is understood that the Prana is the substratum or refuge for the 
world and that the word Prana is used in the sense of Brahman 
only. In Brhaddranyukopanisad (4-4-18) Brahman has been 
described as "Prana of Prana” i.e. the Vital Force of vital ait 
Moreover, as the whole world starting from fire, air, sun etc. du 


| iseng ara: Gad wef qd: (Tait. Up. 2-8-1). 
2 adie ma, Mone amA (S. BSB. 1-3-39). 
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ihe appointed duties fearing this Brahman! only, what is compared 
tww the terrific thunderbolt is Brahman only’. Further, since its 
knowledge leads to immortality it should be Brahman only, because 
Sverdsvataropanisad 3 tells that, "after knowing Him only one 
becomes immortal; there is no other way to go". This section (in 
which this mantra is included) is about the Supreme Being only. 


On the same line as that taken by Sankaracirya, Madhvacarya 
has also treated this sutra as a separate Adhikarana and the 
visavavakya is also the same. However, Madhvacarya has not 
duubted the word Prana, possibly because it has been conclusively 
eatitblished in the first Pada that Prana connotes Brahman. The 
doubt, according to Madhvicarya is what is this word Vajra 
sunveying in the passage under discussion. His Purvapaksin argues 
that Vajra is popularly known as the name of Indra’s weapon. The 
vitra says that this is not true “on account of throbbing (Kampanar)". 


Wadd qed a g sag Bead Heda | 


Udyatavajra, conveys Brahman only but not Indra’s 
wenpon, on account of throbbing. The mantra under discussion 
iv understood by Madhvacarya in three ways as thus: 


Those who know That terrific Udyatavajra (1) because of 
whose impelling this whole world, born of Prana (Brahman), and 
"maining in Prana (Brahman), throbs, (2) because of whom this 
whole world and Prana (the wind-god, vital air) are born and 
thiob, (3) because of whose impelling the Prana (the wind-god, 
vitul air) from whom this whole world is born, throbs, become 
immortal. Since this Vajra is said to be the impelling force behind 
tle whole world, which is an exclusive attribute of Brahman, 
Vuna conveys Brahman only. 


oaa Aarti qa: ae aq Fequiata GA: 1 
thatha Up. 2-3-3). 
niama ma aema aan fea fata cacao sada afa wart 
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In the opinion of Madhvacarya, the word Vajra is not used 
here as a simile, but it directly denotes Brahman etymologically 
(yogavrttya) and by usage among the learned (vidvadridhivrttyd), 
In support of his contention he quotes a verse from 
Brahmavaivartapurana which tells that "He is called a Chakra 
because He rotates the individual beings in the transmigratory 
world; He is called as Vajra because He is free from blemish; He 
is called as Khaudga because He destroys the wicked: thus, the 
One who is denoted by the names of weapons is the Supreme 
Being Himself". 


11 Safer | 
ll go Side FN (1-3-40) 
Faia: TY (Hela) galad. 


The word ‘jyotih’ conveys Brahman only because it is 
seen/understood (in/from scripture). 


For explaining this sūtra, the passage (visayavakya) assumed 
by Sankaracarya, is a mantra? from Chandogyopanisad, which 
tells that "this serene one rises out of this body, reaches the 
highest light and appears in his own form. He is the highest 
person”. The doubt here is whether the term ‘light’ here refers 
to some visible luminous body or Brahman. Sankaracarya is 
aware of the fact that in an earlier sātra ‘Jvotifcaranabhidhanat' 
(1-1-24), it has been established that the term jyotih referred to 
Brahman. Therefore, his Parvapaksin argues that; “while 
explaining an earlier sutra (1-1-24) it has been said, with reference 
to another passage from Chadndogyopanisad (3-13-7) that jyotih 
conveyed Brahman, on the strength of context (prakarana) i.e. 


| WR AAN iea Sead | VERT Gy eran cad gR: i 
(M. BSB. 1-3-39). 
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that the whole section was talking of Brahman. But here, the 
scclion talks of arteries of a living being and his departure from 
the body towards the sun (Chand. Up. 8-6-5). Therefore, one has 
lo take the popular meaning of the word jyotih as a physical 
luminous body like sun”. Sankaracarya replies; “(as the sitra 
asserts) jyotth conveys Brahman only because the same meaning 
is clearly seen (darsanat). The discussion from 8-7-1 (in Chand 
lip.) is about the One who is free from sin, who should be sought, 
who should be enquired into etc. The discussion about Brahman 
only is seen here. Chand. Up. 8-12-1 talks of the individual soul 
who can become free from pleasure and pain when he gets freedom 
liom the body. Further, it is said that for getting freedom from the 
bady, the individual soul becomes one with Brahman'. Moreover, 
ihe adjectives like ‘the highest Light’ and ‘the highest person’ are 
used. The release of the individual sou! departing from the body 
and reaching the sun (told in Chand. Up. 8-6-5), is not the ultimate 
telease, because it involves movement and modification. In ultimate 
wlease movement and modification are absent". 


Sankaracdrya suggests here that the release of an individual 
sul after reaching the sun is not the ultimate release, but his 
irlvase after reaching the highest Light is the ultimate release and 
therefore the Light (jyotih) connotes Brahman. In monistic 
jtulosophy (advaita) the final release (moksa) comes when an 
individual (Jiva) realizes his identity with the nirguna (devoid of 
wttttbutes) Brahman and merges with It?. Here above in the passage 
tom Chdndogyopanisad referred to by Sankaracarya, the 
individual having reached the highest Light is called as the highest 
person and is further described? as moving about eating, playing, 
wioicing with women, vehicles or relations etc. This description 
van hardly befit the nirguna Brahman. 


| MATTA: | (S. BSB. 1-3-40). 
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On the other hand, Ramanujacarya takes the sutra as one 
compound word in the ablative case and treats it as an additional 
probans for the assertion in the preceding Pramitadhikarana. 
According to him, the Person of the size of a thumb residing in 
the middle of the body is the Supreme Being, on account of the 
brilliance’ understood / seen (jyotirdarśanāt) in the text which 
says? "there the sun does not shine, nor the moon and the stars...". 
This interpretation appears more reasonable in view of the fact 
that it has already been established earlier (BS. 1-1-24) that "the 
term jyotih connotes Brahman". 


Like Sankaracairya, Madhvācārya also has treated this sara 
as a separate Adhikarana. But his passage (visayavdkya) taken for 
discussion is different. It is a mantra? from Brhadaranyakopanisad. 
In that section of the Upanisad, king Janaka questions Yajnavalkya 
as to what is the leading light for living beings, which enables 
them to carry out activities. Yajyiavalkya replies that (during the 
waking state) the sun, the moon, the fire and the speech serve as 
leading lights; but (during the sleeping state) when the sun, the 
moon, the fire and the speech are inoperative, it is the Supreme 
Being who serves as the leading light. In this mantra under 
discussion Y ajfiavalkya describes the characteristics of the Supreme 
Being. He says that "He who is knowledgeable, who dwells in 
the organs and the heart as the (self-effulgent) light, becoming 
one (with the individual being, Jiva) accompanies (the Jiva) 
between the two worlds (waking and sleeping), as though He (the 
Supreme Being) thinks, moves". Here, the doubt is whether the 
light in the heart (intellect) is Jivu or Brahman, because the 
characteristics of being knowledgeable, dwelling in the organs 
and the heart and moving between waking and sleeping states are 
common for both Jiva and Brahman. This sutra, according to 


1 Sribhasya- SV 1-3-41. 
2 Katha. Up, 2-2-15. 
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Madhvacarya, asserts that the light (jyotis) in the heart here is 
Rrahman only because the scriptures say so (darsanat). The word 
darsana in this sūtra is taken by Madhvacarya to mean religious 
knowledge in the scriptures. And he quotes a statement from 
another scripture to support this view. Thus, the exposition of this 
uitra according to Madhvacarya ts : 


‘Aisa Faget: Wy EAN? AAN: aed a g ota: 
AMAT Y: | 


The light described as ‘‘He who is knowledgeable, who 
wells in the organs and the heart as the self-effulgent light 
(Wrha. Up. 4-3-7) is Brahman only but not the individual soul 
because it is seen/told as such in scriptures. 


12 SHAM | 
go amasan, $ N (1-3-41) 


Ma: ad: iA RSA: Ste: | TET Ta: AAA MAA: 
e RESSE CAA TE RGE | 


The word Akasa conveys Brahman only because it is spoken 
of us something different (from names and forms) and so on. 


‘There is unanimity among the commentators about the purport 
ul (his satra and the passage (visayavdkya) for discussion. The 
passage is a mantra ' from Chandogyopanisad which says, "verily, 
what is called Akasa is the sustainer (of the world) of name and 
Ium. That within which they (name and form) are is Brahman, 
Wat is the immortal, That is the Atman". 


According to Śañkarācārya and Madhvacarya, the doubt here 
is whether the word Akasa denotes the physical elemental ether 
o Brahman. Because the elemental ether is popularly known as 


ba À any aae A deed dame daas FT M-- | 
(Chand Up. 8-14-1). 


178 BRAHMAN IN BRAMHASUTRAS (BS.1-3-41] 


ākāśa and the characteristic of being the support of the world of 
names and forms can be attributed to it. The sūtra refutes this 
view. It says that the word aka@sa here connotes Brahman only 
(but not ether), because it is spoken of as something different from 
names and forms. The Upanisad says that the Akasa contains 
within it the names and forms. It means that the Akasa is not one 
of the names and forms and it is something different from names 
and forms. On the other hand the elemental ether is one of the 
five created elements having names and forms, viz. earth, water, 
fire, air and ether. Moreover, the Akdsa is further expressly said 
to be Brahman, immortal and Atman. 


However, Brahman is addressed with so many names 
and described in so many forms. In fact all names are said to 
convey the Supreme Being. Then how can we say that Brahman 
is different from names and forms? Since no name can completely 
describe Him or represent Him, the Supreme Being is beyond 
names. Since He is not having a physical form, the Supreme 
Being is beyond forms. Madhvacarya quotes a passage from 
Brahmapurdna in support of this view. It says that "since the 
Supreme Being is beyond comprehension in all His fullness 
He is said to be nameless and since He has no physical body 


He is said to be formless!". 


The doubt according to Ramanujacarya is whether akasa here 
conveys Brahman or a released individual soul; because the 
individual soul (Jiva) can be looked upon as the support of names 
and forms, and in the released state it is beyond all names and 
forms. Then it is refuted by saying that the evolver of names and 
forms does not mean one who takes those forms, Jiva, but one 
who evolves these names and forms for it’. 


The above doubt held by Ramanujacarya is rather far-fetched. 
The word Akasa is not used to denote a Jiva and there is no 


L aam Asea ydasiard, À ae (M. BSB. 1-3-41) 


2 Sribhdsya - SV 1-3-42. 
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specific characteristic mark in the visayavakya to suggest that 
Akasa denotes Jiva. 


13 GIP | 
. i . 
le ggg RA H 1 (1-3-42) 
agaa gge A 


Repeating (anuvriti ) the term ‘vyapadeśāt’ from the previous 
vitra, this stra means "on account of the mention of the difference 
between the individual soul and the Supreme Being in the states 
ul deep sleep and departure from this body". 


Since the sitra furnishes only a probans (hetu) and there is 
no mention of any assertion (pratijfd), the sutra is expected to 
lw taken as an additional probans for the assertion in the previous 
vitra. That is exactly what is done by Ramanujacarya'. 
Rimanujacarya’s Pérvapaksin says that some scriptural texts 
ieclare the identity of individual souls and Brahman and deny 
duality. ‘The highest Brahman’ refers only to the individual soul 
in release. The attainer, the individual soul, and the attained, the 
Nraliman-world, are not different. Therefore, the word ‘Akasa’ 
tliscussed in the previous sara) refers to the individual soul in 
lease, 


According to Ramanujacarya this siétra refutes the above 
vontention. Brhaddranyakopanisad says that (during deep sleep) 
‘(hts person (individual soul) fully embraced by the All-knowing 
tNupreme) Self, knows nothing either external or internal"?. This 
shows that in the state of deep sleep the individual soul is different 
hom Brahman. So also at the time of death, the scripture says? 
that “the (individual) self in the body mounted (driven) by the 


§ ‘abhasya- SV 1-3-43 
M4 gaa: Wet ICHAT aR a ated Pata Aq A sec! (Beha. Up. 4-3-21) 
o mi SICA SIT SACHA aaee: sea 1 (Brha. Up. 4-3-35). 
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All-knowing (Supreme) Self, quits”. Thus, as the sara puts it, 
on account of the mention of the difference between the individual 
self and the Supreme Self in the states of deep sleep and departure 
from the body, the Supreme Self is clearly different from the 
individual soul. 


During the discussion on the previous sūtra, Ramanujacarya’s 
Parvapaksin had contended that the individual soul in release, 
could have been referred to by the word Akdga. because in the 
released condition the individual soul was different from names 
and forms. This contention was obviously based on the premise 
of difference between Brahman and the individual soul as otherwise 
the objection had no focus standi. In his Tatparyacandrika, 
Vyasatirtha questions, ‘‘having accepted thus the difference, how 
can the Parvapaksin shift his ground and raise an objection here 
based on the identity of Brahman and Jiva’’?' Moreover, the topic 
that Akasa refers to Brahman has been already established once 
earlier in the first pada (sūtra 1-1-22). Here incidentally it is 
mentioned again, may be because, as some commentators put it’, 
the word Akasa is popularly known to denote both Brahman and 
the elemental ether. Hence, Purvapaksin has some scope to object 
again. However, by providing two more probanses using two 
more sitras to establish the same thing again, as done by 
Ramanujacarya, little purpose is served. 


2 


Based on the words used in the sfétra, Sankaracarya and 
Madhvacarya think that in.this sétra the Sūtrakāra is up to establish 
something more important. Sankardcarya has considered this and 
the next sūtra as forming a separate adhikarana, and as referring 
to the entire gamut of the discourse by Yajfiavalkya to the king 
Janaka, in the third and fourth sections of the fourth Adhyaya ol 
Brhadaranyakopanisad. In this conversation, Janaka asks “who 


1 M. BSB - AHB 1-3-43. 
2 mg aAfeqacdseqaaa oftacda Gea: | (PDK. 1-3-40). 
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is Atman?"' In order to enable the king to comprehend and 
identify who is Atman, Yajfiavalkya describes in detail how Atman 
steers the individual souls through all of their states of life viz. 
waking, dreaming, deep sleep and death, back and forth, in their 
transmigratory groove. The doubt? here, according to Sankaracarya. 
ts whether this discourse is just to summarize the mundane life 
ol individual soul (Jiva) or to establish the nature/identity of the 
Supreme Being (Atman). Sankaracarya’s Piirvapaksin argues that 
since the beginning, the middle and the concluding parts of this 
discourse deal with the details of the life of a Jiva, that must be 
the topic of the discourse. The established (Siddhdnta) view’ is 
that this discourse is for teaching the concept of Brahman only 
und not for recapitulating the nature of Jiva, because of the 
mention of the Supreme Being as different from Jiva, in the state 
of deep sleep and at the time of departure from the body. Having 
suid thus, Sankaracarya further opines that the purpose of 
mentioning the details of the characteristics of Jiva in the discourse 
is to expose the nature of Jiva and to show its identity with 
hrahman 4 (1), But he does not quote any passage which clearly 
shows that the intention of the discourse is to establish this 
identity. All the phrases and extracts quoted there-with go to 
describe Brahman only. 


It appears that in order to answer Janaka’s question “who 
in Aunan?", Yajfiavalkya details the mundane life of a Jiva 
steered through all the stages of life by Brahman, as a 
medium through which the Supreme Being expresses Himself 
and through which Janaka may perceive and identify Brahman. 


| AA SEAT Set) (Brha. Up. 4-3-7) 
aa GURACTAETEIAN A sa aR Eea AA fara: | 
IS. BSB -VA 1-3-42). 

ORARAA aed a MÅNAR, BEATA, gA a mA 
AA aA (S. BSB - 1-3-42) 

| mamà mA, - aq iee ao RET seq at fata 
(S. BSB - 1-3-42). 
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He tells that! "this all-knowing Person, remaining as the (self- 
effulgent) light in the heart of a Jiva, being one with the organs, 
controls them, as though He thinks, He moves, and accompanies 
the Jiva through waking and dream worlds". In the dream state 
whatever the Jiva experiences, Brahman also witnesses, but? "He 
is untouched by whatever He sees in that state, for this Person 
is unattached". In between Janaka repeatedly requests Yajnavalkya 
to instruct him how one can extricate himself (from the 
transmigration). Ignoring the request for the time being, 
Yajfiavalkya continues his description of the presence of Brahman 
in other states of Jiva. In deep sleep, he says that’ "this person 
(Jiva). fully embraced by the All-knowing Atman, does not know 
anything at all, either external or internal”. For the Jiva, this state 
of deep sleep is, perhaps a foretaste of liberation. The teacher 
describes how in that state Jiva is free from desire, grief, and evil 
woes, etc. Then at the time of death’, ‘‘this Jivatman in the body, 
mounted (driven) by the All-knowing Supreme Being, quits (the 
body)’’. Further, he tells the process of transmigration. Now he 
answers the oft-repeated query about the release from this 
transmigratory bondage saying’, "when all the desires that dwell 
in his heart (mind) are shed away, then he, the mortal, becomes 
immortal, and experiences and enjoys the presence of Brahman 
in this very body". Then there is eulogy of the released Jivas. 
Finally, Yajfiavalkya recapitulates his discourse on the nature of 
Arman saying®, "that great birthless omniscient Aman, being one 
with the organs, lies (dwells) in the ether within the heart (of a 
Jiva). He is the controller of-all, the lord of all, the ruler of all". 


| asd Agma: mÀ gaat: geo: a SA: AEM! egin eared 
\ (Brha, Up. 4-3-7). 

a aaa Ritcacgaearaeda wala AR wa JEN: | (Brha. Up. 4-3-15). 

aa Fes: Aaea HRA a ate Pq Aq MATL (Brha. Up. 4-3-21), 

ad UE ae WA BHA AE seag Alle | (Brhu. Up. 4-3-35). 
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Thus, the whole exercise seems to be aimed at revealing the 
nuture and identity of Brahman as the indwelling spirit that controls 
all the activities of beings in all the stages of their life in the 
wansmigratory path. The sara, under discussion, avers that 
KRrahman is different from the individual souls (even) in the states 
ol deep sleep and departure from a body. Ramanujacarya has 
held! Brahman as different from individual souls even in their 
itleased condition. Hence, in the absence of any specific statement 
uf the Sruti mentioned by Sankardcdrya in support of identity 
hetween Brahman and the individual souls, his conclusion that 
the aim of this discourse is to expose the nature of Jiva and to 
show its identity with Brahman, becomes incomprehensible and 
unconvincing. In Tatparyacandrika, Vyasatirtha tells a monist 
\udvaitin), "the philosophy of identity (between Brahman and 
hvas) is definitely not told by the scripture (Sruti) as well as by 
ihe sūtra. And, the difference (between Brahman and Jivas), 
which is told there, is not a philosophy in your opinion"? 


Madhvacarya also holds that this sūtra refers to the discourse 
hy Yajhavalkya to Janaka, mentioned in Brhaddranyakopanisad. 
Ihe passage (visayavakya) sought to be discussed, according to 
him, is the mantra‘ which says that, "after delighting in the state 
ul deep sleep, roaming about, merely seeing good and evil, again 
comes back to the dream state according to the merits and demerits 
ul different species; he remains unaffected by whatever he sees 
there (in the dreams), for this person is indeed unattached to 
everything”. The doubt here is whether the person, described as 
moving from deep sleep to dreaming state and as seeing the 
teams, is the individual soul (Jiva) or Brahman. Since it is 


V Refer Rāmānujācārya's commentary on BS. 1-3-42. 
waa aaa aicdd Aa 1 da a: atedd 4a: 
tC. IL p. 155). 
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popularly known that it is the Jiva which sees the dreams, the 
Piirvapaksin holds that the passage refers to Jiva only as the seer 
of dreams. Excluding the body, the organs, the mind and intellect, 
the remaining spirit or pure consciousness (caitanya or Jivdtman) 
can be considered as the one described as “unattached”. Eventhough 
the characteristic mark of "being unattached to everything” belongs 
to Brahman, the same can be ascribed to Jiva since there is 
identity of essence between Brahman and Jiva. But because of 
this identity, Brahman cannot be said to be the seer of dreams, 
since the identity is only between Brahman and Jiva as pure 
consciousness, where as Jiva sees the dreams when he is with his 
adjuncts. 


The established (siddhdnta) view is that the unaffected seer 
of dreams, deep sleep etc. (of Jivas) is Brahman only since he 
is described as ‘unattached’ (asanga). The scripture says that He 
merely witnesses the dreams without being affected by them. This 
is not possible for a Jiva. Even accepting Jivatman as pure 
consciousness, when Jiva is the seer of dreams he cannot escape 
their experiences. However unreal the dreams may be, their 
experiences are very much real. Jiva cannot be said to be ‘absolutely 
unattached’. In fact, it is Jiva only who has attachments, but not 
jadaprakrti or Brahman. It is because of attachments that Jiva is 
what he is. It cannot be argued that Jiva can be looked upon as 
the unattached seer of dreams, deep sleep etc. on the strength ot 
identity of essence between Brahman and Jiva, because the sutra 
expressly refutes this identity saying that Brahman is different 
from Jiva (even) in the states of deep sleep and departure from 
the body. Hence, the person described in the Sruti passage us 
delighting in deep sleep, moving to dreaming state and seeing the 
dreams unattached, is Brahman only. i 
CREE Fe aana a e Ta ge fà 
Sara Aa aaa sasa ei 
ggg: iA NTA 
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The seer of dreams (referred to in Brha. Up. 4-3-15 
mentioned earlier) is the Supreme Being only because the 
uttribute of being unattachted is ascribed to him in the Sruti 
which says that ‘‘he remains unaffected by whatever he sees 
(here (in the dreams) for this person is indeed unattached to 
everything’’. It cannot be argued that Jiva as pure 
consciousness can be ascribed with the attribute of being 
unaffected since there is identity of essence between Brahman 
and Jiva, because in the context of deep sleep (Brha. Up. 4- 
\-21 mentioned earlier) and death (Brha. Up. 
4-3-35 referred to earlier) the difference between Brahman 
and Jiva has been clearly stated. 


Further, the Sruti passage describes this person as roaming 
ihout in the state of deep sleep. A Jiva cannot be imagined to 
We roaming even mentally in deep sleep. In another mantra ' 
vlier, the Sruti says, "having united the embodied self with 
slvep, the sleepless One looks on, upon the sleeping ones". Thus, 
Vijhavalkya is clearly describing the Supreme Being as the One 
aecring the individual souls through the states of dreams and deep 
sleep etc., while remaining Himself unattached. 


L ARTO ALOT 
I so qR A: go 1 (1-3-43) 


‘The stra comprises only one compound word in the ablative 
unse, Meaning "on account of the words, lord etc”. In the absence 
ul any assertion (pratijfid) here, Sankaracarya has treated this 
witra as an additional probans (hetu) for the assertion established 
hy the previous sūtra. According to him this sätra refers to the 
mantra? in Brhadaranyakopanisad which states that, "that great 


| Cie minema: gaa | (Brha. Up. 4-3-11). 
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birthless omniscient Atman, being one with the organs, dwells in 
the ether within the heart (of a Jiva). He is the controller of all, 
the Lord of all, the ruler of all; He does not become better through 
good work nor worse through bad work”. As the sūtra mentions, 
on account of the words, lord etc. used in the mantra, this discourse 
is for teaching the concept of Brahman only and not for 
recapitulating the nature of Jiva (which view is established by the 
previous sūtra). The words lord etc. cannot refer to the Jiva. 
The mantra also expresses the characteristic mark of becoming 
neither better through good deeds nor worse through bad deeds. 
This mark cannot be ascribed to any one except the Supreme 
Being. 


Along with the preceding sätra, Ramanujacarya has 
considered this stra also as an additional probans for the 
assertion that "the word Akasa conveys Brahman only", which 
has been established in the previous "Akasadhikarana’. 


Madhviacarya has treated this sitra as a separate Adhikarana, 
According to him, the passage under discussion here is the 
next mantra of Brhaddranyakopanisad ' which says that, "the 
glory of this Bradhmana is perpetual; it neither increases 
nor decreases through work. One should know the dignity of 
that alone. Knowing that, one is not tainted by evil deeds", 
The doubt here is who is connoted by the word Brahmana, 
whether it conveys Brahman or the four-faced Prajapati. Because 
the characteristic mark of having perpetual glory can be 
ascribed to Prajapati also and moreover that person with 
perpetual glory has been further denoted by ‘Aja’, which word 
can connote the Prajapati also. The established (siddhdnta) 
view is that the term Brāhmana here conveys Brahman 
only because, as the siffra says, that Person is described by 


l w A nRa arena a aA A À AA, | 
aaa ea i an a RAA anion TARA N (Brha. Up. 4-4-23). 
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the epithets like the lord of all, the controller of all, the ruler 
af all etc., which characteristics can be ascribed to Brahman 
mly. 


ma: aAa aaien Raa: | 


The term Brāhmana (in the mantra 4-4-23 of Brha. Up.) 
conveys Brahman only on account of the words lord of all etc. 
(used to describe him). 


Because of the extremely laconic form of this sātra and the 
preceding one, the interpretations of different commentators appear 
varied and farfetched, to suit the context of their interpretations 
wt the previous sétras. 


Chapter VI 
Adhyaya I, Pada 4 
GIAA AGY: We: 1) 


1 SIGART | 


ie Meat ta eaae- 
dead A A (1-4-1) 


Sankaracarya has already proved earlier while commenting 
on stra 1-1-5 that the Pradhāna of Sankhya system cannot be 
the cause of the world since it has no support in the scriptures 
(asabdam) and that Brahman is the cause of the world as defined 
by siitra 1-1-2. Here, according to Sankaracarya, his parvapaksin 
comes forth with evidence to show that the Pradhana, which is 
derived by inference (G@numanikam) finds a mention in certain 
branches of scriptures and therefore’, it is not proper to say that 
it has no support in the scriptures, and the same is the cause ot 
the world. The passage under discussion (visayavakya) is provided 
by two mantras? in Kathopanisad. They say: ‘‘The sense-objects 
are higher than the senses and the mind is higher than the sense. 
objects; but the intellect ts higher than the mind, and the Great 
Soul is higher than the intellect. The Unmanifested (Avyaktam) 
is higher than Mahat; Purusa is higher than the Unmanifested. 
There is nothing higher than Purusa. He is the culmination, He 
is the highest goal’*. The word Avyakta is a synonym for Pradhanu 
in Sankhya parlance. The words Mahat, Avyakta and Purusa are 
used here in the same sense and order as in the Sankhya system 
Thus, the term Avyakta here denotes Pradhdna. 


| es AES Wega, SRR eq ada Ta: el RARA ARA: | 
(S. BSB. 1-4-1). 
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(Katha. Up. - SG. 1-3-10 & 11). 
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Sankaracarya refutes this contention by arguing that the 
Ndnkhyas could be using the word Avvakta to denote Pradhdna, 
in their technical terminology, but in general convention the word 
simply means ‘‘that which is unmanifested’’'. Now Sankaracarya 
interprets the phrase ‘‘Sariraripakavinyastagrhiteh’’ in the sutra, 
which literally means ‘*on account of understanding what is referred 
to in the metaphor of the body’’. Just before this passage under 
discussion, there is another passage in Kathopanisad (1-3-3 to 9) 
in which there is a famous metaphor where the individual soul 
is considered as the master of the chariot and the body as the 
chariot. In both the passages the words, ‘the senses’, “the sense- 
objects’, ‘the mind’ and ‘the intellect’ are mentioned. For the 
livdtman, the master of the chariot in the metaphor, the parallel 
word used in the second passage, is ‘Purusa’ i.e. Paramdtman, 
because, in reality, there is no difference between Jivatman and 
luramatman. The only word left out in the passage under 
iliscussion is ‘Avyakta’. Hence, the term ‘Avyakta’ has to be 
understood to convey the physical body. In all this, there is no 
place for the Pradhdna, inferred by the Sankhyas. 


No doubt, the Vedanta system is opposed to the Sdrikhya 
www of Pradhdna or Prakrti as the uncaused original cause of 
ihe world. But Pradhdana or Prakrti as a principle can still find 
a place in the scriptures. It need not be banished from the scriptures 
m uxabdam, as argued? by Sankaracarya. Secondly, the passage 
wider discussion here simply says that Avyakta (a synonym of 
Mrudhdna according to Sarikhyas) is higher than Mahat and Purusa 
is bipher than the Avyakza. It does not say that A vyakta is the cause 
ul the world. If the term higher (para) is taken as meaning 
miupinator, then the Purusa becomes the originator of Avyakta. 
lhus, there is no scope for the Pärvapaksin to claim Avyakta as 
ilw cause of the world, based on this passage, as expected by 
“ankaräcārya. Sankardcarya has first argued that Avyakta means 


| A COWRA NABAL (S. BSB. 1-4-1). 
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that which is unmanifested and further concludes that Avyakta 
here connotes Sarira, the physical body which is very much 
manifested. Thus, the argument looks self-contradictory. Moreover, 
this Avyakta is placed at a higher status than Mahar. Sankaracarya 
has started’ the discussion to confirm that Pradhdna cannot be 
the cause of the world and that Paramatman is the cause of the 
world. But here he arrives at the conclusion that the world comes 
into existence due to Avidyd (illusion)’. Thus, the status as the 
cause of the world is denied to Pradhdana and assigned to Avidyd. 
Therefore, Vydsatirtha comments that ‘‘if the stolen sheep is 
rescued from the wolf with great efforts and handed over to a 
tiger, then what is the gain?’’?. Further, if the Satrakara intended 
to suggest that ‘Avyakra’ in the passage under discussion referred 
to Sarira in the metaphor, he would have said ‘sartragrhiteh’ or 
‘ripakavinyastaSariragrhiteh’*. The adjectival adjunct 
‘ripakavinyasta’ should have preceded the substantive ‘Ssarira’’. 


In Sankaracarya’s interpretation, the words ‘darsayati ca’ 
appearing in the sätra have not received any importance and they 
appear superfluous. Sankardcarya’s interpretation of this sūtra 
looks clumsy, far-fetched and unconvincing. Possibly it misses 
the point, the Sütrakāra is driving at. 


Ramanujacarya has interpreted this sara on the same line as 
that followed by Sankaracarya. 


Madhvacarya also has considered the same mantras ol 
Kathopanisad as the visayavdkya for this sūtra. But he has taken 


| name a aaa saad ofa frad a maaa sia! 
(S. BSB. Introduction to 1-4). 
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wn entirely different view of this Adhikarana. According to 
Madhvacarya, the s#tra tells that the term ‘Avyakta’, which is 
popularly understood to denote an unmanifest principle Prakrti 
ather than and inferior to Brahman, primarily denotes Brahman, 
and denotes Prakrti etc. in a lesser sense (amukhyartha). Similarly, 
hy the implication of the analogous (upalaksana), other words 
hke Jiva, Duhkhin, Baddha, Avara etc. found in scriptures, 
primarily denote Brahman’. 


NATE : aaa Hedi ag Fale À: Care | gaie 
NECTAR FTA CI TST AAT STIRS Trad acl 
Wa) Te RHEE dy ala AEA AEA 
(ORA we: SARRA TAA: | ae AÀ a 


The term ‘avyakta’ follows here on account of compatibility 
mn sense. The word ‘tattu’ remains. The word ‘api’ is in the sense 
ol ‘only’. 


If it be said that the term Avyakta, appearing in some 
wctions of scriptures, conveys Pradhana (i.e. Prakrti ) only, it 
h not so. Avyakta primarily connotes Brahman only, on account 
ul understanding the term Avyakta as referring to Brahman 
lulged in the so-called mean body form of Pradhadna. The 
wriptures also corroborate the same. 


‘The point raised by the Parvapaksin is that the term Avyakta 
appearing in the passage’ (from Kathopanisad ) under discussion, 
ionveys Pradhana only as it is popularly understood so’. It cannot 
ter to Brahman since it is placed in a position inferior to that 
nl Purusa*. The sūtra refutes this contention and states that 
\vvakfa primarily connotes Brahman only. Then the Purvapaksin 
‘ees up with a natural question that if Avyakta denotes Brahman 


| on ada AE ARSA A (TP. 1-4-1). 
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only, then how is it used to denote Pradhdna?' The sūtra answers 
in the words * ‘Sartrariipakavinyastagrhiteh’’. 

A SA BY aq aay | gad sited mE 
WU da faeaedea ÈA Fe: AA WRI: g: | 


The sūtra explains :- The term Avyakta is generally used to 
denote the principle, Pradhdna or Prakrti, on account of 
understanding the term Avyaktia as primarily referring to Brahman 
lodged in the so called mean body form of Pradhana, and therefore 
referring to Pradhdna because of Brahman’s association with the 
principle as its controller. The s#tra docs not say that Pradhdna 
has a physical body. It is unmanifested (Avyakia). It only suggests 
that just as a Jiva exists in a body and controls it, the Pradhana 
with its three qualities (sattva, rajas and tamas) exists in some 
form controlled by Brahman ?. That is why the words ‘Sarirasya 
rapamiva raépan?’ are used. Further, to prevent one from assuminy 
that Pradhāna is the main body form for Brahman to exist, the 
Siitrakdra has used the suffix ‘ka`’ to suggest that Pradhdna is 
a trifle when compared to Brahman. Instead of using the word 
‘sthita’, the term ‘vinyasta’ is used to suggest that ‘Avyakta’ dacs 
not connote Brahman in general, but it conveys Brahman abiding 
in Pradhana and controlling it*. 


The same argument is extendable to other terms like Jive, 
Baddha, Duhkhi etc. by implication of the analogous (upalaksana) 
Thus, the Sūtrakāra is advocating here, according to Madhvacarya, 
that the words which are popularly known to denote exclusively 
certain entities other than Brahman, (anyatraivaprasiddhasabdah). 
primarily connote Brahman only. Possibly, the Sittrakdara is awa 
of the difficulty for the ordinary students to swallow and diges| 


CATCH Tareas Be NANA TAS: | (TP. 1-4-1). 
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this proposition, he assures them, saying that the scriptures support 
this view, with the words ‘dargayati ca’'. 


Madhvacarya quotes relevant extracts from scriptures in 
support of Sdtrakdra’s contention. The Nasadiya Sikta* bears 
witness to the all-pervasive Brahman (abhu) abiding in the Avyakta 
(mecha) and remaining enveloped by it (apihitam) in the primordial 
dnte’. He quotes another mantrat from Pippalddasdkhd and a 
vise’ from Bhagavadgita where the term Avyakta is used as an 
vyuthet of Paramatman. 


The Sdtrakara provides another reason from the semantic 
pont of view, to show how the term Avyakta is fit to convey 
Melman, in the next sūtra. 


go Bert g desc Hh (1-4-2) 


Kh aft aa Genta aaa dea qenca ae 
MEA EATA! 


Here ‘tu’ means only, alone. ‘Tad ’ is to be repeated. Saksmam, 
he subtle all-pervading spirit, Brahman alone is denoted by 
the term Avyakia, the unmanifest, because Brahman deserves 
u possess that attribute of avyakta i.e. avyaktatvam. 


‘The interpretation of this siitra as given by Sankaracarya and 
Wimunujacarya is that even though the physical body is gross and 
enot be deemed to be unmanifested (avyakta), what is really 
met here by the term Avyakta is the subtle causal body 
(hranasarira) of which this gross physical body is constituted‘. 


qala atest A eet eR (TDK. 1-4-1). 
qaaa FERAL! (RV. 10-129-3). 
MNK. l p. 264. 
1 aa mea Ame fated cou at ae Rma a gg n 
IM HSB.1-4-1). 
Und A TLL (BG. 8-3), HEISE FI: | (BG, 8-21). 
NK Lp. 269, 
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Having come to the conclusion that the term Avyakta in the 
visayavakya conveyed the physical body, (while interpreting the 
previous sūtra), Sankaracarya and Ramanujacarya are forced to 
interpret this sé#tra in this way. Just as their interpretation of 
previous sifra was felt farfetched, the interpretation of this sūtra 
too is not found cogent. 


The competence of the term Avyakta to convey Brahman can 
be agreed to, on the basis of this s#tra. But how can we accept 
Brahman as Duhkhin etc. when we are told earlier that Brahman 
is happiness personified, Anandamayah (BS. 1-1-12)? The next 
sutra clears this doubt. 


so agaaga, 3 1 (1-4-3) 


ah ~ . ~A C a ai gR ~ A t Í aeu 
m: aAa, F | 


It is quite meaningful and not vain to apply the terma 
Duhkhin (distressed) Avara (inferior), etc. to Brahman, on 
account of Brahman’s overall control over the functioning of 
the properties denoted by these terms also. 


This stra enunciates the principle governing the application 
of epithets. An epithet can be applied to a person in two ways' 
One, the person should possess the properties denoted by th: 
epithet. Two, he should have an overall control over the functioning 
of those properties in another. For example, when it is said thu 
‘the king is brave’, the king is believed to possess braveness. Bult, 
when it is said that ‘the king is the winner in the war’, the kiny 
might not have visited the war front even once and might not have 
fired a single shot. Still, the king is accepted as the winner becas 
he exercised overall control over the war. The first alternative is 
known to everyone, but the second one is not easily discernilh 
Possibly, to remind the reader that a second alternative is possibh 


1 aeaaea detreroed dia feet fe wears (TP. 1-4-0 
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Midhvacarya adds a word ‘ca’ (also) in his vrtti, which word is 
not found in the sätra. Had the Sütrakāra himself added the word 
ui in the sutra, it would have meant that this s#tra provided 
another probans (hetu) for the assertion (pratijñä) proved in the 
peceding sūtra. In support of his contention, Madhvacarya quotes 
a relevant verse! from Skandapurdna. The purport of the sūtra 
is that all the words are significant (arthavat) for Brahman, because 
ul Its overall control over the attributes connoted by those words. 


Sankardcdrya has interpreted this sdtra in a different way as 
lollows: “Had we admitted an independent previous unmanifest 
‘undition of the world as the cause of the world, then it would 
hive been as though we have accepted the Sarkhya view that 
Miuulhdna is the cause of the world. But we accept that this prior 
:umdition of the world is dependent on Paramesvara (the Supreme 
Und), not independent. Such a prior condition has to be accepted, 
In ause its acceptance is meaningful. Without that, the creatorship 
ul Purameśvara cannot be justified, because without that power 


992 


Il cannot commence the creation’’?. 


There is a pronoun ‘tad ` in the sittra, which expects a referent 
inthe preceding paragraphs. Sankaracarya has assumed its referent 
w Paramesvara, which word is not found in his commentary on 
Ww earlier two sitras?*. 


The satra contains two words. One compound word 
hitadhinatvat ' in the ablative case, which obviously stands for 
a piobans. The other word ‘arthavar’ is the predicate indicating 
ihe assertion (pratijfid) proved. The two together should yield a 
-wherent statement. In the commentary above, what Sankaracarya 
welling, in essence, is, 


eal gÀ aea ago Asia an ate: Aa ae Te Tea i 
IM TSB. 1-4-3). 
uh aa eq, aig mE STA: BRA MNR MAA aay 
HIATT; WAAR g RFA SRN: a aI squad a 
MAM GD ATR YPM, seed! E a a Ee aa en WAaReG BEd 
liv aR aea ATÀ: | (S. BSB. 1-4-3). 
Wk 1 270. 
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(1) previous unmanifest condition of the world is not Pradhanu 
because of its dependence on Paramesvara (tadadhinatvat), 
and 


(2) acceptance of such a prior condition is meaningful (arthavat) 
because without that the creatorship of ParameSsvara 
cannot be proved. 


Thus, an assertion has been devised for the probans in 
the sé#tra, and another probans has been supplied for the predicate 
in the sūtra. Accordingly the sétra yields two statements. 
Therefore, the interpretation involves the defect of split-sentence 
(vakyabhedadosah)! and hence it is found unconvincing. 
Here, Śaħkarācārya has held that the potential primordial 
power of the Supreme God is known by the terms Avyakta, 
Avidya, Maya etc. 


Ramanujacarya also interprets this sitra on similar lines that 
‘“(matter in the subtle state) serves an end (of man) on account 
of its dependence on Him (the Lord)’. 


The Sutrakara provides another reason in support of his view 
that the terms Avyakta etc. primarily convey Brahman only, in 
the next sutra. 


ll so SaaS ae N (1-4-4) 
we Va A d ig ` qq ` qT 


yyy, T l? 


It is quite meaningful to apply the terms Avyakta etc. In 
Brahman, because the knowledge of Brahman alone in 
recommended (by Sruti) for Moksa (emancipation) and the 
knowledge of Pradhana etc. has not been recommended. 


l BNK. I. p. 270. 
2 Sribhasya- SV 1-4-3. 
3 VKM. l-4-4. 
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The conjunctive particle ‘ca’ in the sutra serves two purposes, 
one of joining together of the two probanses mentioned above, 
and the other of telling that these are additional probanses for the 
assertion made in the previous sutra. 


Mundakopanisad says', “Know Him, the Atman alone 
and give up all other talk; this is the bridge to immortality’’. 
lherefore, it is pertinent to understand that the terms Avyakta 
vie. in scriptures primarily convey Brahman and not Prakrti 


rte, 


According to Sankaracirya, whereas for the Sdrikhya system, 
knowledge of Pradhana as distinct from Purusa is said to be 
vwential for achieving the liberation of the soul, in Kathopanisad 
passages, Avyakta is not mentioned as an object of knowledge or 
meditation. The word Avyakta is used incidentally for body?. 
therefore, Avyakta cannot be taken as Pradhana. Ramanujacarya 
micrprets exactly in the same way: ‘And because it is not 
mentioned (that the (Avyakta) Unevolved) is to be known (it 
satinot be the Pradhdna of the Sāñkhyasy °. 


Though there is no specific statement in Kathopanisad that 
\vvakta should be known or meditated upon, when the Upanisad 
dev kues that Avyakta is superior to Mahat and interior to Purusa, 
itt, mtended that the term, for whatever it stands, has to be 
known’, 


Fhe contention that the Pradhdna is also told to be known 
tim achieving liberation, is being refuted in the next sätra. 


ll do dedi Wa oe È A (1-4-5) 


td, ATA ATCA, SINT aA STs ÀS Àg: | (Mund. Up. 2-2-5). 
“RK p. 315, 
wbhasya SV 1-4-4. 

OANA I p. 270. 
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“Ted: K ra TATA TIA" Hil R: maià Bese 
ada Wa Tet: WAT 2 aa Sead | 


Relying on the text that ‘‘by knowing the one beyond the 
Mahat, one is freed from death”’, if it be said that the scripture 
(Kathopanisad) tells that the knowledge of Pradhana / Prakrti 
also leads to liberation, it is not so, because the Supreme Being 
(Prajna) is meant here. 


In the previous séitra, it has been argued that the term Avyaktu 
is primarily applicable to Brahman, because the knowledge of 
Brahman alone leads to Moksa and not of others. The Piirvapaksin 
comes up arguing that according to Kathopanisad (1-3-15), the 
knowledge of that beyond the Mahat, that is Pradhana / Prakrti 
in view of mantra 1-3-11, also leads to Moksa. The sūtra refutes 
this contention saying that what is meant here by ‘that beyond 
the Mahar is not Pradhana / Prakrti but Brahman. Because. 
Brahman has been declared earlier as ‘subtler than the subtle 
and greater than the great’ and thus the absolute greatness ol 
Brahman includes the greatness over Mahat also. 


There is unanimity among the commentators about the purport 
of this sätra that the phrase ‘Mahatah parari in mantra 1-3-15 ol 
Kathopanisad conveys Paramaiman and not Prakrti or Pradhana 


The question why Paramātman alone is to be taken by the 
phrase ‘mahath param’ is answered in the next sitra. 


I so WaT. E II (1-4-6) 
et: WAHT aa Sea fap 


Paramatman is meant (by the phrase ‘Mahatah param’) 
because the chapter refers to Visnu. 


| aeaea gate TRI Fd) aad Fed: oye frees 
a yagen, TARA | (Katha. Up. 1-3-15). 

Arena fe mad: Wa gfe! (BVB 1-4-5). 

AON, Weal ACTA (Katha. Up. 1-2-20). 

Asaa: TATA AES: WA TEAL (Katha. Up. 1-3-9). 


L w hm 
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One may raise a question that when Prakrti and Paramdtman 
we both meant by the phrase ‘Mahatah param’ (in mantra l-3- 
ID, why Paramdtman alone is to be taken by the same phrase 
in mantra 1-3-15. The sūtra answers saying that the topic here 
is the disclosure of the Visnu’s highest position as the end of the 
toad, the culmination and the highest goal. 


Sankaracarya and Ramanujacarya consider “Prakarand?’ as 
part of the previous sūra 5, but Madhvacirya reads it as a 
scparate sutra. 


The next sittra provides another reason why Paramatman 
alone is to be taken by the phrase ‘mahatah param’. 


de TAO aaa: IAA gu (1-4-7) 


qlizacata, Vaguiasdicaedia 1 ud vagafastt faqaiaaca 
CVATARAT HA TAO JA: SUM JA: Aa: A NA Ta aa 
Te | 


The words ‘in this Upanisad’ follow here because the 
discussion of this (Katha) Upanisad still lingers in our mind. 


So also, in this Upanisad, the query (by Naciketas) and 
tthe subsequent) statement (by Yama) are about three things 
nly, (namely) father’s well-being, the sacrificial fire which 
wads to heaven, and the knowledge of Brahman, and therefore 
the Supreme Brahman only is meant there. There is no question 
wihed about Prakrti or Pradhdna and therefore, there is no ground 
take Prakrti or Pradhdna by the expression ‘mahatah param 
in mantra 1-3-15. 


Sankaracarya’s interpretation is also on similar lines, but he 
iwunts the three things asked for by Naciketas, as relating to the 
sm tilicial fire, the individual soul and the Highest Self. Thus, he 
ujues, there is no separate question and answer in regard to 
Pauliina and so it cannot be said to be either the object of 
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knowledge or indicated by the word ‘Avyakta’!. Incidentally. 
Śaħkarācārya explains here, his theory of the identity of the 
individual soul and the Highest Self. 


Ramianujacarya considers that in the text under discussion 
there is the mention of three things only as objects of knowledge 
viz. the object of the meditation (upeya), the nature of the meditation 
(upaya) and the person meditating (upetr), and questions are only 
with reference to those three. There is no mention of, or question 
relating to, the Pradhāna ?. 


The important point emphasized by the Satrakdra is that 
Prakrti or Pradhdna is not one of the three things asked for and 
discussed in the text. All commentators agree on this point. The 
three things themselves are of secondary importance in this satra. 
As the Sātrakāra has not enumerated the three things expressly, 
it is expected of the readers to take the three things, which are 
popularly known to have been discussed in Kathopanisad. The 
students of Kathopanisad know well that Naciketas got three 
boons and accordingly he raised only three questions and received 
answers to them only, from Yama. Some commentators have 
unnecessarily complicated this minor point. 


The Parvapaksin holds that though Brahman having the 
characteristics like subtlety etc. is fit to be called as Avyakta etc., 
such terms are not popularly used to denote Brahman and therefore 
the terms do not primarily convey Brahman. The next sūtra 
refutes this contention. 


il J% Feed * Il (1-4-8) 


q aaa enaa aaa sf ag Raa 
Fea HEEL AA HESE saa AÀ e A: goa 
VEO A a AAR aar Fel va l 


SRK. p. 316. 

Sribhasya - SV 1-4-6. 

aad Rymen wea dia) a AA (Katha. Up. 1-2-22), 
VKM. 1-4-8. 


e ww r- 
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On the strength of the word ca in the sätra, the sentence, “the 
wards Avyakta etc. convey Brahman only” is added. 


Just as the term ‘Mahat’, which popularly refers to 
‘Mahat ’-principle, is used in the sense of Brahman in the texts 
like ‘mahantam vibhum’, the terms ‘Avyakta’ etc. though they 
uwrdinarily denote something else, primarily convey Brahman 
mly. And the term ‘Avyakta’ is actually used to denote Brahman 
in some texts (e.g. Bhagavadgita, 8-20 & 21). 


The interpretation of Sankaracarya is in a different direction. 
m follows!. The Saikhyas have used the word ‘Mahar’ in the 
wnse of only sattd (existence) or buddhi (total intellect), which 
the first product of Pradhāna. But that word does not denote 
il same sense in Vedic sentences, because the word is used in 
apposition with the word dtman, in phrases like “mahantam vibhum 
amanat etc. Similarly the term Avyakta also cannot denote 
Mradhdna in Vedic parlance. 


No doubt, the terms like mahat, Avyakta etc. primarily 
convey Brahman in scriptures and at places, they are actually 
mac to denote Brahman. But the fact that such terms are 
popularly understood to denote principles, other than Brahman, 
sunnot be denied. That is why, they are called as 
unvatraivaprasiddhasabdas’. Accordingly, the term Avyakta is 
known to denote the principle of Prakrti or Pradhdna. Though 
Vvidunta does not consider Prakrti or Pradhdna as the independent 
"ansc of creation, yet its existence as a principle in the gradation 
u} principles to show the supreme status of Brahman, cannot be 
wished away. Sankaracdrya’s argument seems to be that, since 
mihut has been used to denote Brahman, Avyakta described as 
mihatah param (superior to mahat), can not convey Prakrti or 
Miuuthana (which is known to be inferior to Brahman). If this 


OOM Raed: ATER: STATIS we sg: A aa RSA sasha 
Hated PRAIA SATIS SPA: Ga Heras! a Ais 
wi) GaTaARTTgHEtd | (S. BSB. 1-4-7). 
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argument is accepted, then by the same reasoning, Avyakra cannot 
convey avidva or māyā ' as held by Śańñkarācārya?. Hence, such 
sweeping remark that the term Avvakta cannot denote Pradhdna 
in Vedic parlance, does not become convincing. 


Ramanujacarya’s interpretation is on the same line as that of 
Sankaracarya. 


The next sūtra gives another example to show how a word 
popularly understood in one sense is taken in a different sense 
in the context of Sruti. 


ll yo qaaa, % 1 (1-4-9) 


ayaa: Fa AÀ aa yasa ie qea: am 
aama sÀ TAT WET: ATTA Ga’ ata Yd: “ge area" 
(ms aN 

aA Yen ales, dearer? 


Just as the word ‘camasa’, though popularly known as a 
sacrificial bowl, is prescribed to mean a head on the strength 
of scripture, in the same way a term like Avyakta primarily 
connotes Brahman, because there is no difference but similarity 
between the Sruti sentences, ‘namani sarvani yam dvisanti’* 
which says that all names are to be applied to Brahman, and 
‘arvagbilaScamasa trdhvabudhnah itidam tacchirah’> which 
prescribes that the bowl that has its opening below and bulge 
at the top is the head. 


Sankaracarya and Ramanujacarya have considered this satu 
as a part of next Adhikarana. 


| BNK. 1. p. 271. 
akaran fe a Aaaeeeaa teas AA ETY | 
(S. BSB. 1-4-3). 
3 TDK. 1-4-9., VKM. 1-4-9. 
4 amA aa aiaa di à aa agea sa gaa fA: | 
(M. BSB. 1-1-1). 
5 Brha, Up. 2-2-3. 


ho 
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; fon an ~ 
2 MARTA, / FAREI ARUTA | 
e aN P 
No SCC EIEI OA (1-4-9) 
TAA maA Bead aRar | 
The ‘aja’ cannot mean Pradhana, because of the absence of 


special characteristics, as in the case of the bowl (camasa)'. 


Fd 


Sankaracarya interprets the sūtra as shown above. According 
to him, the topic under discussion (visayavdkya) here is a mantra’ 
liom Svetasvataropanisad which says that, ‘‘the One Unborn 
tajā ), red, white and black, who produces manifold offspring 
simular to herself in form; the One Unborn (aja), pleased with her 
tujan) Sleeps with her, Another Unborn (ajonyah), having enjoyed 
her, abandons her’’. Here, there is a pun on the word aja, which 
means the unborn as well as a goat (aja means he-goat and aja 
means she-goat). 


The Sankhyas advocate that, aja the unborn principle described 
tere as red, white and black, is the Jada-prakrti, and the three 
unlours refer to the three gunas (characteristics or strands) rajas, 
wittva and tamas respectively. The aja stands for Purusa, the soul. 
tM account of attachment to Prakrti, some souls are deluded and 
wins through sarisdra;, others on account of discrimination and 
von attachment attain release*. Thus, they claim scriptural authority 
lIn their doctrine of Prakrti (Pradhana) and Purusa. 


According to Sankaracarya this sitra refutes the above 
‘imtention saying that, in this mantra there are no special features 
wnisesat) to justify that Pradhdna is meant by the term aja. The 
wina quotes an illustration of the sacrificial bowl (camasa). In 


Y ONKK. p. 316. 
MAE, AYRE TS: IA: FTAA GST: | A AH GIAO Sata ATA 
TARSA: M (Svetd. Up. 4-5). 

OSHA p. 316. 
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Brhaddéranvakopanisad, there is a passage': ‘there is a bow] that 
has its mouth below and bulge at the top’. This sentence is vague. 
The next sentence makes it clear that the bowl refers to the head. 
In the present case there is no such clarification. 


Ramanujacarya interprets on similar lines and concludes that 
ajā is not Prakrti. He holds that. “‘this sätra refutes the Sankhya 
view which declares a Prakrti. Mahat. Ego etc. independent of 
Brahman. it does not, however. refute these categories themselves 
as dependent on the Supreme Brahman, and having Brahman for 
their Self’. He accepts Prakrti as the cause of creation, but not 
as -an independent cause’. 


In an Adhikarana, a specific topic is discussed in the light 
of five constituents, (1) subject (visava) (2) doubt (visava) (3) 
objection (piirvapaksa) (4) conclusion (siddhanta) and (5) 
advantage (prayojana). Here, there is no hint in the sitra about 
the subject to be discussed and the nature of doubt there in. All 
that the sutra contains is a probans ‘avisesa? and an illustration 
‘camasavat’. It has been said twice earlier (sūtra 1-1-5 and 2-1- 
1) that normally a probans in a sūtra establishes some predicate/ 
assertion (pratijfia) in the same sūtra or in a previous sūtra of 
the same Adhikarana. The present one is the first sdtra of this 
Adhikarana. Therefore, in the absence of any assertion in the 
sutra, it is easy for the commentator to choose any suitable topic 
of his liking and to discuss it. It is equally easy for the readet 
not to accept it since there is no indication in the sirra to show 
that this is the point at issue’. Moreover, since the conclusion 
reached here is the same oft-repeated one that the Sankhya 
Pradhana has no support in the scriptures, there is no advantage 
accruing from the discussion. Hence, the above interpretation ol 
the sātra is found farfetched and unconvincing. 


Haass HKedgqy: | (Brha. Up. 2-2-3). 
Sribhasya- SV. 1-4-8. 
BNK. I. p. 279. 


w w = 
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lo Aeg aM aid TH HI 


In this sūtra, in place of ‘jyotirupakramat tu’, the reading by 
Sankaracarya and Ramanujacarya is ‘jyotirupakramd tu’. 


Having rejected the Sāħkhya contention that ajā in 
\werasvataropanisad meant Pradhdna, Sankariicdrya holds, on 
the basis of this säātra, that aj@ stands for *Tejo’banna’, i.e. a 
tupartite of three elements rejas (fire), ap (water) and anna (food). 
lhe three colours red, white and black mentioned in that Upanisad, 
wter to the three subtle elements fire, water and food. according 
lw Sukardcdrya and he finds a support for his contention in 
Uhandogyopanisad '. Thus, the interpretation of this s#tra, 
wcording to Sankaracarya, is that ‘‘Aja@, however, means the three 
elements beginning with light, for some read their text in that 


12 


manner <. 


It is difficult to accept this interpretation. (1) The predicate 
about the tricoloured Aja, which has no indication anywhere in 
ihe sitras of this Adhikarana, needs to be brought in. (2) The 
pimary sense of Aja expected in the Upanisad is as ‘unborn’, 
Init the three members of the tripartite Tejo’banna are all born’. 
tu The word ‘jyotih’ appearing in the sātra has to be understood 
wat. Jyoti’ means light or luster, and itis one of the properties 
ul ugni. The term jyotih is rarely used to denote agni. (4) Since 
lnevity (alpdksaratva) has to be maintained in a sétra, if the 
\nakāra wanted to tell that aja conveys tejo’banna, he could 
have used a shorter and simpler word like fejddi or agnyādi 


| Mat: Tas Ed area gad Ai Aep TqAET---- | 
Wand. Up. 64-1) 
SKK. p. 317. 

i aud a sist | 

IORN GAENT A: | EmA ARA: A: | ST: 
yfi Ghia area: parei (Tait. Up. 2-1). 
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instead of the complex term ‘jyotirupakrama’'!. (5) The Upanisad 
talks of the ‘One Unborn’ (aja eka), but the tripartite tejo’ banna 
is a group of three. 


Ramanujacarya has the same general purport for the 
adhikarana, but in accordance with his doctrine, that the ajc 
more particularly means the ‘siéksma-cid-acid-vastu’ the intelligent 
and matenal world in its subtle condition, which forms the very 
body of the Paramātman ?. This looks like the description of 
Prakrti only in other words. Quoting Taittiriya text, 
(Mahanarayanopanisad), which also mentions the mantra from 
the Svetasvataropanisad (4-5), Rimanujacarya concludes that the 
Unborn (aja@) also is produced from Brahman and has Brahman 
for its Self’. B. N. K. Sharma argues at length and concludes": 
“It is indeed difficult to see how Ramanujacarya can seriously 
insist on regarding his Acit-Prakrti as produced by Brahman. That 
would be quite against the clear statement of the Sruti, ‘A cow 
she is without beginning and end’ (ciélikopanisad ) cited by 
Ramanujacarya himself in his commentary on sutra 1-4-8". In 
his commentary, Ramanujacarya has not agreed with the identity 
of aja with tejo’ banna. Further he has not found any hint to show 
that this is the issue at hand in this Adhikarana. Thus, his 
interpretation too is unconvincing. 


The satra quoted above is as it is read by Madhvacarya anil 
Vallabhacarya. The interpretation of this sutra by Madhvacaryu 
is in an entirely different direction. Based on the introductory 
sutras, ‘Sastrayonitvat (1-1-3) and ‘tattu samanvayat (1-1-4). 
Madhvacarya holds that the innumerable attributes of Brahman 
can be known only through proper interpretation of scriptural 
words and phrases. According to him, in Pada 1 and 2 earlie 


BNK I p. 279. 
VSG, p. 64. 
Sribhasya- SV 1-4-9. 
BNK I. p. 281. 
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lhe Satrakara has shown some representative scriptural words, 
which are popularly known to denote something other than 
Nrahman (anyatraprasiddhaSsabdas), actually convey Brahman. 
In Pdda 3, he has shown some representative words and phrases, 
which are known to denote both Brahman and something else 
\ubhayatraprasiddhasabdas), actually convey Brahman in the 
wriptural context. The scriptural words and phrases. which are 
ound to refer exclusively to something other than Brahman 
luivatraivaprasiddhasabdas), which are difficult to be shown to 
sonvey Brahman, by ordinary methods of interpretation, are taken 
up in Pada 4. The Satrakdra uses some special techniques to 
show that they too convey Brahman only. So far, the Sätrakāra 
has dealt with words and phrases, which are either non-significant! 
iris or descriptive significant” terms. According to Madhvacarya, 
wow the Sutrakara is taking a bigger stride and pointing towards 
a Sweeping scriptural declaration, which is stunning and prima 
fate unbelievable. All the words, syllables and accents in scriptural 
wntences, interpreted so far in the foregoing Adhikaranas, as well 
w those which have not been interpreted else-where, are being 
wight to be shown as primarily conveying some attribute of 
liahman ?. 


wi ad Wear angen andad ag acafea 
Wa eect Geet! sea g A fear wait 


hiti aigeaadd | sata: tq ada fe aene G anita: 
anif aeai ACTH SIT Va AG Ha TM adaa 


ahad | 


1 UNTER: aR: 1 (TP. - RR 1-1-12). 
hapena: ANIRE: | (TP. RR 1-1-12). 

| Witty GARR SIT ASARAAA a aA e NRA Fe TAs cA, 
4a SGU] Jaera, Fel: | (BVD 1-4-10). 

1 eat HAGE TET (Panini 1-4-31 Vartika) The fifth case is employed 
in denoting the object or location, when the verbal participle ending in ‘lyap" 
is clided, e.g. meea Sata = Haar, Hera | saia Fea = MEATA, 
Uli (Siddhanta Kaumudi Tr. by S. C. Vasu). 
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Here (in this Adhikarana), the comprehensive harmonious 
principal purport (samanvaya) of the entire words and letters (in 
scriptures) is being shown. The words “tar tw are continued. ‘Tu’ 
is in the sense of only. The phrase ‘upukramdat tu’ means ‘just 
after commencement’. The term ‘/i’ is in the sense of ‘because’. 
The word ‘at’ is to be repeated. 


The word jyotih conveys Brahman only, because some (i.e. 
Aitareya Sakhins) having started with the (illustrative) word 
Satarcin which is etymologically shown as referring to Brahman, 
immediately read all the words as conveying Brahman. 


Since the word ‘jyotih’ denoting light, has already been shown 
to convey Brahman, in an earlier sittra ‘jyotiScaranabhidhanat 
(1-1-24), the same meaning is not expected here again. The term 
‘jyvoti’ stands here, according to Madhvacarya, for the 
J/votistomayvaga, a popular sacrifice, and the visayavakya is 
““vasante vasante jvotisa yajeta’’. 


The Pirvapaksin strongly objects this view. The term 
‘Jyotistoma’ i.e. ‘jyotisam stomalr is popularly known as the 
name of a sacrifice, etymologically (yogavrttyd) as well as by 
traditional usage (rudhivrityd). If it is said that jyotis denotes 
Brahman, stoma denotes Brahman, jyotistoma denotes Brahman, 
vasante denotes Brahman and yajeta denotes Brahman then the 
whole sentence reduces to a string of names of Braliman and 
carries no sense. Similarly, the scriptural texts called ‘Brahmana' 
texts, which are believed to specify the procedure and prospects 
of various sacrifices will become infructuous. As a result, all the 
activities of sacrifice etc. will come to a standstill. If the words 
are considered as conveying Brahman by etymology (yogavrttt) 
and other things by usage (rudhivritti), then the other things carry 
the primary sense and not Brahman’, If the words are taken itn 
conveying Brahman by usage and other things by etymology, 
| amada 1 TP- 1-4-10). 


Om 
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then Brahman cannot be considered as having all the attributes 
vonveyed by various words'. In case it is accepted that all the 
words denote Brahman by both etymology and usage i.e. by 
primary signification (mukhyärtha, abhidhavriti ), then the other 
things will have to be known by the secondary signification 
(laksandvrttt ) of words, as a result of their relation with the main 
ieferent Brahman as their indwelling controller. However, this is 
not the general understanding in the worldly convention and 
cunnot be accepted. The only way left out is not to accept the 
proposition that all the words primarily convey Brahman. 
Otherwise the language will lose its ability to communicate 
thoughts. 


The contention of the sitra that all the scriptural words are 
rvpressive of Brahman is based on the teaching of Aitareya 
Vanyaka. Madhvacarya quotes the relevant extract from Aitareya 
\ranyaka, which says: “This Paramdatman entered the bodies of 
pods and the human beings, as their Antaryamin. He is Prana who 
arches. He entered therein for a hundred years. So human life 
in lor a hundred years. Because He entered for a hundred years, 
Ie who is Himself ‘Satarcinah’ etc., they call Him ‘Satarcinah’ 
ri". Thus, the Upanisad shows that the names of Rsis like 
“atarcin, Madhyama, ViSvamitra, Vamadeva, Atraya, Bharadvaja. 
Vasistha, Pragathd, Pavamanya as well as the terms like Sukta, 
Nea, Ardharca, Aksara primarily convey Him the Paramdadtman 
uly. Then the Upanisad says*:- **All these Rcas, all these Vedas, 
ull these sounds are to be understood as denoting only One Being, 


1 A thing customarily denoted by a word, may not possess the characteristics 
vouveyed by the word. For example, a bridge in Pune, known as Lakadi Pool 
(Wooden bndge) is a regular concrete bridge. Similarly. in Mumbai, an area called 
hobi Talao (Washerman tank) has no tank al all. 

(UN Sf SPAR FENG a wy aT! AON aa AMI so ae a wy 
Waid wd ahead aed aT geng aa d deed aarda, 
aaga a FAA TAH Tet -----a a Tal: Gal wea: ad 
Met ad OT: Tha eae: MO Gr. oo ay sede fae (A.A. 2-2-1 & 2). 

1O UNK L p. 274. 
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Prana. They should be taken as rcds addressed to Prana i.e. 
Brahman’’. The way in which the Upanisad derives the meaning 
of the words for denoting Brahman by the learned ones is known 
as Vidvadriadhi. The words **He who ts Himself that (etameva 
santam)’” indicates that the meaning is by Abhidhavrtti and not 
by Laksanavritt. Thus, the meaning is by way of 
Paramamukhydrtha. Based on the above declaration of Aitareya 
Upanisad that ‘all these Reds, all these Vedas, all these sounds 
denote One Being- know all of them to be Rcds addressed to 
Prana’’, Madhvacarya has interpreted the sūtra as above, saying 
that the word jvotih standing for Jyotistomaydga conveys Brahman. 


The fear expressed by the pārvapaksin that with the acceptance 
of the above mentioned declaration of Aitareya Upanisad, the 
Braéhmana texts will become intructuous, the Karmakanda will 
come to a stop, and the language will lose its ability to communicate 
thoughts, is being cleared by the Si#rakdra in the next sūtra, with 
an appropriate illustration. 


ll do paaa mRNA: go N (1-4-11) 


m ` gag” RA SON aN e 
SRAN a AAA ARN: TAT ETT 3 7 


Just as the term ‘madhu’ is used to connote Brahman 
indwelling in the Sun, for the purpose of meditation, and yet 
there is no objection for applying the term to honey in worldly 
usage, in the same way if all the terms like Jyotistoma etc. are 
prescribed to be applied to Brahman on the basis of higher 
etymology (Mahayogavrtti ) for the purpose of meditation only, 
without abandoning their usage in their respective senses, 
there should be no obstruction to the activities of sacrifices 
etc. 


} Chand. Up. 3-1-1. 
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Thus, the Sūtrakāra allays the fear expressed by the 
Púùrvapaksin that the Karmakānda would come to a halt and the 
language may lose its powers. The Sruti does not interfere with 
the conventional methods of etymology, grammar, usage etc. in 
determining the senses of the words in the common parlance. It 
only commends the use of all the scriptural words to understand 
ihe majesty of Brahman, through the deeper sense of the words 
with the help of Mahdyogavrtti and Vidvadriidhi, and to meditate 
un Brahman with that understanding. If the mystics are able to 
address Paramatman and meditate upon Him, using even 
apparently meaningless words like ‘hram ‘hrim “hriim’ etc.. it 
is beyond our scope to question or doubt their experience. 


Sa GEEA, | 


Having told that all the words, syllables and accents in 
scriptures primarily convey some aspect of Brahman’s majesty, 
the Sdtrakdra is now considering certain apparent difficulties in 
wcepting some words as expressive of Brahman. 


iga dead armpits gt 


(1-4-12) 


The topic under discussion (visayavadkya) assumed here by all 
the commentators is the same. It is a mantra' from 
Nthaddranyakopanisad which says: “‘that in which the five groups 
ul live people and space are established, I regard that alone as 
Viman (Brahman), knowing that Immortal Brahman, one becomes 
unmortal’’. 


According to Saikaracarya, the Pārvapaksin holds that the 
live groups of five here make twenty-five and that figure refers 
ithe twenty five principles accepted by the Sankhya philosophy. 
Ihe five organs of perception (jfdnendriyas), the five organs of 


(| MGT TEST a AA: | 
AHA FY Mca ANASHAR (Brha. Up. 4-4-17). 
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action (Karmendriyas),the mind (manas), the five subtle elements 
(tanmatras), the five gross elements (mahabhitas), the self-sense 
(ahankara), the understanding (Mahat /buddhi ), Prakrti 
(Pradhana) and Purusa make up twenty-five. Therefore, the 
Pradhana has recognition by the Sruti. 


The sitra refutes this contention according to Sankardcdrya. 
Pradhana ete. cannot be expected to have recognition in Sruti 
even on account of the mention of the number (twenty-five), 
because the principles (of the Savikhya system) are diverse and 
cannot be classified into groups of five due to the absence of a 
common attribute to facilitate such a grouping; and secondly the 
number in the Sruti exceeds twenty five because Atman and Akasa 
are mentioned as additional'. According to Pānini’, words 
indicating direction or number are compounded with other words 
and then mean only a name of something or a person. The word 
‘paricajanah’ indicates a particular class of beings which are five 
in number’. The next sătra will tell who the five are. 


Sankaracarya’s conclusion that what is mentioned in the 
mantra (Brha. Up. 4-4-17) does not refer to the twenty-five 
principles enunciated by the Sarkhya, is acceptable. But the twenty 
five principles are found mentioned in scriptures and therefore 
cannot be denied recognition altogether’. They are also recognized 
more or less by the same names in all the schools of Vedanta’. 
Moreover, they cannot be said ‘as difficult to be classified in 
groups of five. They can be grouped® as (i) JAdnendriyas, (ii) 
Karmendriyas, (iil) Tanmatras, (iv) Mahabhiatas and (v) others. 
Sankaracarya has already discussed many times in earlitı 
| a deae saad gfaaed seran adeq arama --— Ast oman 

Gaal: ana Aisa -—-- stata! (S. BSB. 1-4-11). 


2 ÈRA Serer! (Panini 2-1-50). 

3 Wael am a Sia a | We A) (S. BSB. 1-4-11). 

4 Gada acai AREATA: | AAAA ae STAT N (TC. IT. p. 181) 
5 BNK I. p. 286. 

6 


BNK I. p. 287, TC. I. P. 182. 
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\hikaranas the denial of scriptural recognition to the Sankhva 
Maketi or Pradhāna. Here again, if the same point is stressed, 
i) would appear that the Sutrakdra is covering no new ground. 


Rimanujacarya also has interpreted the sétra on the same 


Vines, 


Madhvacarya thinks that this sūtra considers how the words 
w plural and words referring to things contained (Gdheya) in 
“(hers can be expressive of Paramdtman who is one and the 
upport (adhdra) of all. 


oyna Fa Fa Aa: Areal A: Ta Ae ACA (FE. 
U4 29)? FeO “Ga Ta sd aecaeeT TET ar 
emda À “We Aa stad Reqea RA a eR: 
MPT ATAU aed, Aaa, SST, F | 


In the visayavakya, ‘‘that in which the five groups of five 
pople and space are established, I regard that alone as 
Nrahman’’, there should be no objection for considering the 
phrase ‘paficajanah’ as expressive of Brahman though its 
wase is plural and it signifies some-ones contained in Brahman 
ithe container), because Brahman manifests itself in different 
toms and Brahman as the container is distinct from the forms 
ul Brahman described as contained in the former. 


The view of Paérvapaksin is that the phrase pafica janah being 
plural cannot convey Brahman, well-known as being One. 
\fuicover, the pafica janah are described as established in Brahman 
aul therefore the same thing cannot be both the container and the 
‘amined. The sutra refutes this view. The five persons referred 
iw by the phrase pafica jandh are the five forms of Brahman 
esent as the indwelling controller in the five principles of life, 
inevery being, specified in the next complementary passage. The 
wnim that the same thing cannot be both the container and the 
viHLuned may be applicable to ordinary things, but Brahman is 
wv exception to that rule. It is possible for Brahman to be his own 
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support (ddhdira)', just as we say ‘‘time exists at all times’’ and 
**space is everywhere’’. The existence of time and space are told 
respectively with reference to time and space only. 


Which are these five forms of Brahman present in every 
being? The next sūtra answers this question. 


Jo mÀ aaa. Go (1-4-13) 


The passage (visayavdkya) under discussion here, according 
to all the commentators, is a mantra? from Brhadaranyakopanisad, 
placed next to the one considered under the previous sūtra. 
It specifies the five forms of Brahman dwelling in each being. 
The mantra tells that, ‘‘they who know the breath of breath, 
the eye of the eye, the ear of the ear, the food of the food 
and the mind of the mind, they have realized the ancient 
primordial Brahman’*. Thus, the mantra indicates that the 
breath (vital force), the eye etc. mentioned in the accusative 
case are the five forms of Brahman which confer on the breath 
(vital air), the eye etc. mentioned in the genitive case, 
their respective powers for functioning as the five operating 
principles in a living being. The exposition of this satra would 
be as follows. 


MOOTED UOT VAI? saletedharede SMU ray NATA- 
AA Meg: FA AAT: A M g ATAURVTTL | 


The five forms of Brahman (referred to in the preceding 
sūtra) are indicated by words Prana (vital breath), caksus 
(eye) etc. mentioned in the accusative case in the 
complementary passage (Brha. Up. 4-4-18) as ‘the breath of 
breath’ etc. There is no controversy among the commentators 
regarding the interpretation of this sétra. 


| Oi 4 Fa: Gracia fe AA grads are: aarta aanita 
adenoma: i (TC. I. p. 180). 


2 STA OTA AYA: | ae AAA AAA Aa: tl (Brha. Up. 4-4-18). 


(WS 1-114, 15] BRAHMAN IN BRAMHASUTRAS 215 


The objection that all the five forms of Brahman are not heard 
in Brhada@ranyakepanisad recited by some schools, is answered 
hy the next siitra. 


: AnA : 
so TasaeTaaeTAa fo n (1-4-14) 


NP AR 


upi BVT AEA ATES aay Faas FARRA 
URA Gees NAA I 

Even though in some sections i.e. in the Kānva recension’ 
uf the Brhadaranyakopanisad there is no mention of the form 
uf food, the fifth form may be understood as jyotis, which is 
mentioned in the preceding mantra’. It is proper to take that 
vither both the words, annam and jyotis, convey the same sense, 
w these are two separate sects of five forms each’. All the 
sommentators agree on the interpretation of this sūtra. 


d PROTA / MAIRUA | 
I 2 aAa AR ANARAN: Fo N 
(1-4-15) 


All the commentators have identified the same scriptural 
passages, in various Upanisads, which refer to the creation of the 
universe, for discussion here under this sittra. However, the location 
ul the problem and the conclusion reached based on this sétra, 
vuy from one commentator to the other. 


Taittirtya Upanisad says that’, *‘from this Atman ether arose; 
liom ether air; from air fire; from fire water; from water the earth 


| a SOTA aage MET we a a va fe: 1 a ager QO 
(wha. Up. 4-4-18). 


WTAE: Rad (deal Safest Aag A I 
(Miha. Up. 4- 4-16). 
(od FOR Gea GAH aT EIA | (TP. 1-4-14). 


OORA ARTA: APY: | STAT: | TARA: | SRT | ORT: FRET 
(Tait.Up.2-1). 
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and so on`. Chandogyopanisad tells that', ‘That (Sat i.e. Being) 
willed, ‘may I become many’; It created fire; that fire willed, ‘may 
I become many’; It created water. and so on’’. Prasnopanisad 
declares that", ‘He (Paramdatman) created the vital breath (Prana) 
and then from Prana faith, ether, air, light, water, earth etc” 


According to Sankaracrya, the problem is that the scriptural 
passages dealing with the creation of the world appear 
contradictory; there is no uniformity in the order of created 
principles and in the causality of Brahman. Some texts attribute 
the creation of the world to non-being? and some say that the 
world came into being on its own without a creator’. This sūtra 
refutes these contentions saying’ that though there may be 
contradictions in the order of creation, there is no such contradiction 
regarding the creator. He is described in all passages as omniscient, 
lord of all, the inner soul of everything and as the one and only 
cause without the second’. 


Thus, according to Śaħkarācārya, this sūtra deals with an 
alleged internal contradiction in Srutis. However, in the first 
Adhyaya named as Samanvayddhyaya, the Sutrakdra proposes to 
show how scriptural sentences, phrases and words describe and 
disclose the nature, attributes and majesty of Brahman. The 
treatment of external objections and internal contradictions seems 
to have been contemplated in the second Adhydva known as 
Avirodhadhyaya. The Sūtrakāra does discuss apparent internal 


deed ag cat AAA isga ada ea aga AAA ASAA | 

(Chand. Up. 6-2-3). 

a maga | Wd erat Gaara: YL! (Prasna. Up. 6-4). 

weal qa aie! dal À Aaa | (Tait, Up. 2-7). 

Tad adagan amema SURAT ATATST RET A | 

(Brha. Up. 1-4-7). 

5 aca wader QAAE PRERA AT a AR kaona w 
RA: Tanya wae A Ade: TAA: aaRS: BRUIT 
qE: | (S. BSB. 1-4-14). 

6 SRK p. 320.. 
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contradictions of Sruti, in the third and fourth Pddas of the second 
Adhyaya'. Therefore, the topic of internal contradictions is not 
expected to find a place here. 


Ramanujacarya holds that this s#tra continues to deny the 
\criptural recognition to the Saikhya Pradhdna. His Pirvapaksin 
wpues that in the sruti texts no particular single agent is declared 
to be the cause of this world and therefore Brahman cannot be 
the sole first cause; but on the other hand it is possible to infer 
that the Pradhdna is the first cause*. This s#tra refutes the view 
ul Pirvapaksin and affirms that Brahman alone, endowed with 
the attributes of omniscience, omnipotence and the rest as described 
ivatha vyapadistokteh), is the cause of the universe’. 


The denial of scriptural recognition to Sāñkhya Pradhāna has 
heen concluded so many times up till now, and in a laconic work 
like Brahmasiitra the same topic is not expected again and again. 
Moreover, the treatment of external objections and internal 
vintradictions is planned in the second Adhydaya. On this count 
aho, the polemics of Ramanujacarya mentioned above is not 
rspected here under the present sdtra. 


As already said earlier (under siitra 1-4-10), Madhvacarya 
holds that this fourth Pada deals with the scriptural words and 
phrases which are difficult to be shown to convey Brahman, by 
tiw ordinary methods of interpretation. On the basis of the 
inc larations of Sruti, Madhvacarya is of the firm view that all 
w nptural words convey Brahman, in their primary sense. In the 
lust’ Pada, the sūtra ‘AkdSastallingat’ (4-1-22) has already 
vutcluded that all the five Adhibhuta - entities like Akasa, etc. 
vannote Brahman in their highest sense (paramamukhyarthavriti ). 
Ihe same words are again taken up here for samanvaya in Brahman, 
luv ause in the context of creation of the world where they are 


1 MNK. L p. 292 
‘wibhisya- SY 1-4-14. 
©ONRR p. 320. 
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described as one originating from another', any attempt to make 
these words denote Brahman in their primary sense, would lead 
to some awkward results’. For example, vdyu is said to have 
originated from Akasa, i.e. vdyu is an effect (karyam) of Akasa. 
If vayu denotes Brahman, it means that Brahman is an effect of 
Akasa. But this is not tenable because śruti says that ‘‘Brahman 
is neither born nor does It die’’* and *‘Brahman is without beginning 
and without end’’*, and therefore Brahman cannot be an effect 
of anyone or anything. Then, if we say that Akasa and Vayu both 
denote Brahman, it would mean that Brahman is the cause 
(kdranam) of Itself. A thing cannot be its own cause and its own 
effect®. Cause always precedes the effect in time. But it is absurd 
to say that Brahman precedes Itself®. Based on this method ol 
reductio ad absurdum, it can be said that the assumption, that 
Åkāśa etc. denote Brahman in their primary sense, itself must be 
invalid. 


The sutra refutes such a contention according to Madhvacarya. 
It says: 


H: PAA: | dd a a aa | ATTY Set gR: | 
PRORA PAAA A STMT FT TAT Ae HHT E SSAA! 
ETAT AACA SITES: dead AHA: ARMY ARTN 
a aa? aA ad: sa 


On the strength of ‘ca’ in the sätra, kāryatva is also to be 
taken with kdranatva. The words tat tu i.e. sa eva (He alone) are 
to be continued. The word ‘dkasdadisu’ is repeated. 


AeA BHT: SPT: ETETE: | aaa: : AN: Nag: ghar | 
(Tait.Up.2-1). 


2 BNK. 1. p. 289. 

3 a aed fad ari (Katha. Up. 1-2-18). 

4. WAAC! (Katha. Up. 1-3-15). 

5 BNK L. p. 290. 

6 BNK I. p. 289. 

7 MERY OAA @ a ea: ae aA A a aA 


(Brha. Up. 3-7-12 30a aae Fh: 1 (M. BSB. 1-4-15) arid 
Old MOARE! (TP. 1-4-15). 
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He alone is present in Akasa etc. as the cause and 
the effect, (and He who is present in Akasa etc. is Paramatman 
only) because, just as in Aitareya Aranyaka' Paramdtman 
is signified (vyapadistah) as incomprehensible, in 
Nrhadaranyakopanisad ? the same Paramdtman is expressed 
(uktah) as the indwelling spirit in Akasa etc. whom the Akasa 
vlc. do not know. 


The empirical formula that a thing cannot be its own cause 
and its own effect is not applicable to the supernatural logic of 
Mahman?. While describing the cosmic evolution Sruri says; 
““Param@tman desired to become many. He thought over it and 
vteated all this, whatever there is. Having created He entered it 
tus the indwelling controller)’’*. Similarly, in the creation of the 
Mahdbhita-entities Aka’a, Vayu etc. as one originating from 
another in a succession*, Parmdtman is the initial cause, and at 
every step further He enters the thing created as its indwelling 
controller, and becomes the intermediate and proximate cause for 
the next stage. Thus, Paramdtman manifests His corresponding 
larm in each and every principle like Akasa, Vayu etc. in the chain 
uf cause and effect. The cosmic evolution is carried forward with 
Huramdtman’s immanence and impulsion at every stage in the 
hain. Therefore, Paramatman is the intermediate and proximate 
1 atise of cosmic evolution, for which Madhvacarya uses‘ the word 
‘ayvantarakdrananv . Jayatirtha defines the term as ‘kdryatve sati 
kiruna, avantarakaranam’ . As such, there should be no objection 
it Hrahman is viewed both as the cause and the effect’. Hence, 


| at Atsqisyd: 1 (TP. 1-4-15). 
WMA (AGA, STH Se: GaN a Aq eA: aki a sme 
ma Ba AM aÀ aa: | (Brha. Up. 3-7-12). 

) WNK. L p. 290. 

1 NSM | aged AAA: @ aisacaa E aGedeM ed adn) ied fa 
NARA AAAI | (Tait. Up. 2-6). 
lait. Up. 2-1. 

LUMINES aaa @ va ÈT: (M. BSB. 1-4-15). 
aeRO yard | SRO aor) À a a: ard Ag a at aie: | 
(Vimu Purana l-9-47. BNK. I. p. 291). 
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the words Akasa, Vayu etc. which are ordinarily understood 
to denote certain material principles are capable of conveying 
Brahman in their highest primary sense, despite their being 
in a cause and effect relationship in the chain of cosmic 
evolution. Therefore. the proposition that all scriptural words 
connote Brahman' in their highest primary sense i.e. 
Sarvasabdasamanvaya in Brahman, holds good without any 
exception. 


ll so PATHS. HI (1-4-16) 


The sutra contains only one word with an ablative case ending. 
Obviously it indicates a probans (hetu). In the absence of any 
specific assertion (pratijfda) in the sūtra, the probans can naturally 
be treated as an additional probans for the assertion in the preceding 
sūtra. Accordingly, Sankaracarya and Ramanujacarya have related 
this sétra with the previous one and treated the siftra as part of 
the Kadranatvddhikaranam. 


In Sankaracdrya’s view, the term ‘samakarsat’ means ‘on 
account of connection or link up’?. While commenting on the last 
sutra, a reference was made to the statement that ‘‘all this, verily, 
was in the beginning non-being (asat)’’>. This does not mean that 
in the beginning it was absolute non-existence. Because, prior ta 
this statement, it is said that *‘if one understands Brahman as non: 
being he becomes non-being only; if one understands Brahman 
as existent he becomes existent’**. In these earlier statements, the 
non-existence of Brahman is rejected and Brahman’s existence 
is established. The same Brahman is connected further 
(samakrsyate) to the One in the statement ‘asadva idamagri 
sit’. If sat indicates the being of Brahman with all the manifest 


aA Baier amaA | (Bhallaveya Srutih M. BSB. 1-1-1). 

SRK p. 320. 

AGE! FAA AL! (Tait. Up. 2-7). 

weed E wala desea Fe Sista mei Haq waa adi ARA | 
(Tait.Up. 2-6). 


WN — 


WN | 4-16] BRAHMAN IN BRAMHASUTRAS 221 


names and forms, asat indicates the Being of Brahman without 
umes and forms’. Thus, with the help of this satra, Sankaracarya 
vstitblishes that the term asat refers to real existent Brahman 
without names and forms. He also establishes that there is no 
internal controversy among the statements of Sruti. 


In his opening remarks for this fourth Pada, Sankaracarya 
ubserves that, ‘tin the first three Pādas it is shown that al] the 
Vedānta statements expound that Brahman is the cause of this 
world and Pradhana is not the cause; but regarding Pradhana 
there still lingers a doubt and that is being addressed hereafter’. 
Il this is the purpose of the fourth Pada, then this sé#tra which 
«hows that there is no internal controversy in Vedanta statements, 
should find a place in the second Adhydya but not here, as observed 
vitlicr in the discussion on the previous sdatra. Therefore the 
interpretation of this stra appears far-fetched and unconvincing. 


Riimanujacarya also has taken the word ‘samdkarsdat’ to 
mean ‘on account of the connection’ and interpreted the sara on 
similar lines as above. According to him, the sitra tells that *‘on 
wm count of connection (with the passages referring to Brahman, 
Non being does not mean absolute Non-being)?. Ramanujacarya 
Mules some statements from Taittariya Upanisad like ‘‘He, the 
‘wll desired, may I become many, ---- He projected all this, 
s hatever there is here. Having brought it fourth, verily, He entered 
i’ etc. The same Brahman is referred to further as Non-being. 
ln the state of dissolution when there is no distinction of name 
«ul form, Brahman is said to be non-being. The text ‘‘This then 
wi Unmanifest’’* does not refer to Pradhana but to Brahman 
whose body is not yet evolved into gross form. Based on the 
wads “TIt thought’, Ramanujacarya arrives at the same conclusion 


' ONKK p. 321. 
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that (the sentient) Brahman is the sole cause of creation but not 
(the insentient) Pradhana, as it was reached in the previous sutra. 
Hence, the same observations made under the preceding sūtra 
apply here too. 


5 EMRA | 
ll so BAHT He n (1-4-16) 


This sétra and the next one viz. ‘Jagadvacitvat `, both contain 
only one word each, in the ablative. In the absence of any specific 
predicate in the sé#tras, they should naturally be part of the argument 
in the preceding Adhikarana. Therefore, Madhvacarya has included 
these two as well as the next six sf#tras in the previous Adhikarana 
only. His two direct disciples, Padmanabhtirtha and 
Trivikramapanditacarya, each of whom has written a gloss! on 
Madhvacarya’s Satrabhasya, have also treated these eight sutras 
as part of the preceding Adhikarana. It is Jayatirtha, the fourteenth 
century commentator par excellence, known as Tikacarya in the 
Dvaita tradition in recognition of his erudite and systematic 
commentaries on all the important works of Madhvacarya, who 
first treated these eight sätras as a separate Adhikarana, in view 
of the generality of the topic they discuss, which concerns not 
only the previous Adhikarana but also the entire exercise by the 
Sutrakdra in this Adhyaya. All the later commentators like 
Raghavendratirtha have followed suit. 


The topic of discussion in these eight sdtras is in the nature 
of a review of the entire work of Sastrasamanvaya in Brahman, 
at almost the fagend of the Samanvayddhyaya. It deals with the 
lingering doubt about the validity and practicability of samanvava 
of all scriptural words and phrases in Brahman. A similar review 
has been done at the end of second pada, through its last five 
sutras. 


| Sattarkadipdvali is the gloss by Padmanabhatirtha and Tattvapradipika is the 
gloss by Trivikramapanditicirya. 
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A natural doubt that still lingers on is that! if all the scriptural 
words convey Brahman in their highest primary sense, how can 
they be used for mundane communication? This doubt has been 
sonsidered earlier in vaisva@naradhikarana at the end of second 
pada. However, having heard all the arguments till the preceding 
wira, i.e. almost at the end of Samanvayddhydava, the Purvapaksin 
appears to be not yet fully convinced and therefore comes up with 
iis hypothesis that the statement ‘all the scriptural words and 
phrases convey Brahman in their primary sense’ does not seem 
to be rational because in that case they cannot be used in common 
parlance’. It has been explained earlier in Vaisvanaradhikarana 
hy the siétra ‘saéksadapyavirodham jaiminih’ (1-2-28) that the 
wise ones, knowing well that all the scriptural words denote 
Itrahman only, use those words in mundane dealing to convey 
spective things accepting the required proper word and rejecting 
ihe others, and the other ignorant ones use the words in the sense 
wsigned to them by language and lexicon. This may lead to 
wiegularity?. 


Secondly, it has been advocated in the opening sutra‘ of 
Ilis Pada that the words, which are popularly known to 
denote exclusively certain entities other than Brahman 
Winyatraivaprasiddhasadbas), primarily denote Brahman present 
in those entities as their controller. This also is not proper, because, 
i that case, in worldly transactions people will have no other way 
racepl using all the words by their secondary signification 
uksanavrtti )°. Then, in the eleventh sutra ° of this pada, the 


| miaa naaa RIAA ARER: (M. BSB. 1-4-16). 
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Sruti accepts the worldly usage of scriptural words in their primary 
sense according to their etymology (yoga) and convention (rādhi ), 
but recommends the use of scriptural words to understand the 
majesty of Brahman, through the deeper meaning of the words 
with the help of Mahdyogavrtti and Vidvadriidhi, for the purpose 
of meditation. This too is not a smart piece of argument. If this 
is accepted then, the scriptural words would be denotative of 
things other than Brahman also, in their primary sense, and as 
a result the assertion that all the scriptural words primarily denote 
Brahman only, which is sought to be established in the first 
Adhyāya, would stand contradicted!. Therefore, the validity of the 
hypothesis that all the scriptural words are primarily denotative 
of Brahman only, appears to be doubtful. 


This sutra, ‘samdkarsat ` refutes the above arguments. It says 
that words primarily denoting Brahman are drawn upon i.c 
borrowed and used elsewhere in common parlance. 


CATCH: RCT: BoA TATE RTA AATA 


The words denotative of Brahman are diverted and used 
for worldly transactions. The hypothesis that all scriptural 
words denote Brahman only, is not contradicted on account 
of the diversion of the words denotative of Brahman for worldly 
usage and the resulting common usage. 


The words get their denotative power (AbhidhdSakti ) through 
usage (rudhi ) and etymology (yoga). Words primarily denoting 
Brahman, when diverted for use in worldly transactions, come tù 
acquire the sanction of established usage and etymology. However 
it should not be construed that all words can be treated m 


| Ug aqaivemiccaa Seurepqdca aan aaa a aha ela ae aaeh 
Gera WAI Ga geara AA AEI (TP. 1-4-16) 
2 M. BSB. 1-4-16. 
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homonyms having Brahman as one referent and one (or more) 
ul worldly matters as the other, just as the word ‘saindhava’ refers 
to a horse as well as to rock-salt. Otherwise the hypothesis that 
all the scriptural words primarily denote Brahman only, would 
luil. Further, the s#tra does not envisage that the words refer to 
Rrahman in their primary sense (mukhyavrtti ) and the worldly 
things in their secondary sense (amukhyavrtti or laksandvrtti )'. 
lwo levels of primary denotation are understood. Words refer to 
worldly things in their primary sense based on usage (rādhi ) and 
rlymology (yoga). The same words denote Brahman in their 
luphest primary sense (Paramamukhyavrtti ) based on higher 
vivmology (Mahdyoga) and higher etymology-cum-convention 
\Mahdyogarudhi or Vidvadrudhi). This understanding would 
uphold the propriety of the hypothesis that all scriptural words 
denote Brahman in their highest primary sense’. 


These are two different levels of knowledge, one mundane 
mid the other transcendental. The same sentiment is voiced? by 
\hindakopanisad when it says‘, ‘‘there are two kinds of knowledge 
tu be acquired, namely, the higher one (para) and the lower one 
para). The higher knowledge is defined as that by which the 
Nithman is known’’. In this dispensation, the Vedas would 
‘omstitute higher knowledge if they are utilized to comprehend 
Matamdtman and they form lower knowledge when they are used 
to perform sacrifices for earning worldly favours. 


For example, the word ‘Ap’ is popularly known to denote 
water, in classical Sanskrit as well as in Vedas. But in Aitareya 
\runvaka ‘Ap’ is said to denote Brahman. Similarly, ‘agni’ also 
innotes Brahman by paramamukhyarthavrtti. But the two words 


Ooga Beata a ARRA Gara! TDK. 1-4-16. 
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ap and agni, when diverted for worldly use, are not considered 
as synonyms, and ap would denote water only but not fire, and 
vice versa', 


Is not this proposition, that all the scriptural words denote 
Brahman in their highest primary sense and at the same time 
denote some worldly things in their primary sense, contradicted 
by the three sutras discussed earlier in the Puérvapaksa? No 
The first stra (no. 1-2-28) intends to tell that the words do nol 
become denotative of other things (in the world) independently’ 
In the second one (1-4-1) it is mentioned that all words become 
denotative of mundane things because of Paramdtman's 
association with them (as their controller)’. In the third sūra 
(1-4-11), it is accepted that words denote their respective 
referents by convention (rédhi )*, but it is not discussed in detail 
Here, it is discussed. Thus, there is no controversy amon 
the si#ras. Madhvacarya quotes an appropriate verse from 
Padmapurdana ê, which fully corroborates his interpretation ol 
the satra. 


If all the words denote Brahman only in their highest primary 
sense, then how are they popularly understood in the worldly 
sense? The next sutra answers this question. 


A 


ll go maa, 3 1 (1-4-11) 


| (i) mmea EAI (AÀ. 2-1-8). 

(ii) Sm AN RI ANE A I see UAL Tecan 
a piang: adepane a q aag fen ÀT aA a 
(A.A. Mādhvabhāşya). 
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(A.A. Tāmraparnīya) 
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ON AR 


seai Ra | TR ARRI SPT: adaga aaRS À 
maai sA ae: ATEN ACA TCA ATT Ra an reen 
amaA THAIN gE. 


The word ‘sabddnam’ is continued. The phrase ‘jagati 
prasiddhil’ is supplied to complete the construction. Though all 
the words are denotative of Paramatman in their highest 
primary sense, the words are popularly understood as 
itenotative of worldly things because they are largely used in 
mundane activities only and because people have nothing 
much to do with Paramdtman and consequently they are 
ynorant of the highest primary meanings of words. For 
«sample, while playing cards, the words king and queen are 
understood to denote some specific cards only, and the real 
personalities who are referred to by these words, are long forgotten. 


According to Sankaracarya, this sūtra refers to a conversation 
wtween Balaki and AjataSatru, in Kausitakt Upanisad. AjataSatru 
wys’, ‘*O Balaki, He who verily is the maker of these persons and 
whose work is this, is to be known’’. The doubt here is whether 
whit is to be known is the individual soul (/rva) or the chief breath 
\Mukhya Prana) or Paramatman. The Parvapaksin argues that 
Wis Jiva or Mukhya Prana. The Siddhanta is that’, *‘the perceived 
world is referred to by the pronoun ‘etat’; that which is made 
is kurma and it refers to this world only; the creator of the world 
unly is prescribed to be known. It has been stressed throughout 
Vedanta that Paramdtman is the creator of this entire world’. 


Kamanujacarya has interpreted the sūtra on the same lines as 
lullawed by Sankaracdrya. However, he has omitted Mukhya 
Paina from his Pārvapaksa, which makes his interpretation 
n onsistent with the next sitra, which mentions Mukhya Prana’. 


"4 Tere Uae gout sal aea Sacad a AAAA: 1 (S. BSB. 1-4-16). 
vad Ad Gaara Udededa faidsad | Read sft dda mR | STA: 
ati akaa Wewad | Aaa ad sa: Hal ad rg Heaanita: | 
1, BSB.1-4-16). 

WNK. Lp. 298. 


228 BRAHMAN IN BRAMHASUTRAS |BS.1-4-17] 


Sankaracarya and Ramanujacarya have treated this sitra and 
the next two as forming one Adhikarana. Then, the following four 
sūtras are treated as another Adhikarana. In four out of these 
seven siitras, the views of four contemporary sages, namely Jaimini, 
Agmarathya, Audulomi and Kāśakrtsna are mentioned. It is 
expected that the views could be on one given topic and it would 
be in the fitness of things to consider the sifras as forming one 
Adhikarana only, as in Vaisvanarddhikarana in second pada. if 
Jaimini’s opinion is separated from the other three and included 
in the earlier Adhikarana, the mention of his name becomes 
superfluous. Only when there are different views, it is worth 
saying that Jaimini opines like this!. 


This sätra contains only one word in ablative case, which is 
a probans. In the absence of any predicate in the sūtra, this has 
to be treated as an additional probans for the assertion in u 
preceding sūtra of the same Adhikarana, or a continuation of the 
argument in the previous sūtra. If the Adhikarana starts with this 
sūtra itself, as treated by Sankaracarya, then the predicate would 
be left wide open to the imagination of the commentators. It 
becomes doubtful whether the Sitrakdra had in mind all this 
discussion under this siitra and hence the interpretation appears 
farfetched and unconvincing. 


In his introductory remarks to the fourth pada, Sankaracaryu 
holds that the first three pddas show how all the statements in 
Vedanta go to establish that, Brahman alone is the cause of this 
creation and that the Pradhana is not the cause. But still, he says, 
there remains a doubt whether Pradhdna can be denied the status 
as the cause of the world when great sages like Kapila etc. accep 
Pradhana as the cause relying on some branches of Vedas. Tlw 
next chapter (i.e. fourth pada) proceeds to show, according Iu 


| aaea Aaaa | omeedigaifrerrgeerrarat eA 
agasan = daauiuaeaa aaa Reqana 
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Sankaracdrya, that the purport of statements in those branches of 
Vedas is not so'. Thus, the first three Adhikaranas of this pada 
have been interpreted as refuting scriptural recognition (Sabdatva) 
lor Pradhāna as the cause of creation. Then, the fourth Adhikarana 
deals with a side issue of removing an internal contradiction in 
Sruti regarding creation. Here, in this fifth Adhikarana, 
Sankaracarya reverts to the exercise of showing how the statements 
ol Vedanta establish Brahman as the cause of creation, which 
should have been included in the first three pddas only. Therefore, 
i! these interpretations of Sankaracdrya are accepted, then the 
composition of Brahmasitras will look not as a planned work but 
ws a bunch of stray thoughts. 


Why should we not consider that all the scriptural words 
denote Jiva and Mukhyaprdana also in the primary sense, since 
they too have overall control over the activities and properties of 
all? The next sätra answers this question. 


go Sagem A TART H N 


(1-4-18) 


AIRRA A -8-9 IÀ A gE AEAN: TAA ACHAT 
aii agaa, adad ad Wd A Ad: Tex agaaa 
i gi SANSA (GA 2-2-2) | 


If it be said that the purport of the sutra 
‘tdadhinatvadarthavat (1-4-3)’ is not proper since Jiva and 
Mukhyaprana have the characteristic of having overall control 
ul (he attributes of others and therefore they too are fit to be 


HTT a agaaa ASTER lel Feed A MATAR A afè UGG 


unfit: pieng : anA TEA AT AARE 4 RART 
arig aa Sora: aAA RaR A Aan alg T: 
ipi: Wadd | (S. BSB. 1-4-1). 
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conveyed by all the words, it is not so because it has been 
explained earlier that that characteristic (exercised by Jtva 
and Mukhyaprana) is due to the presence of Paramdtman in 
them as the indwelling controller. 


Here, the Pérvapaksin doubts the sanctity of a previous sara 
‘tadadhimatvaddarthavat ` (1-4-3), which says that all the words 
are significant for Brahman. because of His overall control over 
the attributes connoted by those words. The contention of the 
Piirvapaksin is that Brahman is not the only One to have overall 
control over the attributes of others, but the individual soul (Jiva) 
and the chief vital force (Mukhyaprdana) also have that characteristic’ 
(liiga). He quotes a mantra! from Chandogyopanisad, which 
says that ‘if the life (/rva) leaves one branch of this (tree) then 
that branch dries up’’. Similarly he quotes another mantra? from 
Sruti, which says that ‘tall people are governed in their activities 
by the Chief vital breath only”. Thus, since Jiva and Mukhyapranu 
are said to have the characteristic of having overall control] ovet 
the attributes of others, they too are fit to be conveyed by all the 
words. The sätra refutes this contention. It says that the 
characteristic of having control over the properties of others. 
exercised by Jivu and Mukhyaprana, is due to the presence 
ot Paramdtman in them as the indwelling controller and 
not independent of Him; this has been explained earlier (in sūtra 
1-1-31). 


Since liberation is possible only through the knowledge ol 
Brahman and since those desirous of liberation are not interested 
in anything except that, then what is the rationale of diverting thr 
scriptural words for worldly transactions? The next sitra clear 
this doubt. 


Ne Head g SA: Tae aA A 
(1-4-1 
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MEAMaA | TTA A sea eel paaa 
A AMAR: | KI aaa aR sad g 
maania Stet aie: | el: AEA: TMT RATA SHA: 


1 SVR Sy Wa GH Maa: Gale | 


The word ‘jagadvdcitvam’ is continued and the term 
‘sabdananrv also. The word ‘anya’ denoting Brahman Who is 
ather than Jiva etc. in the world under consideration, stands here 
lor ‘the knowledge of Brahman’. ‘Ti’ is in the sense of ‘only’. 


According to Jaimini, (apart from their higher connotation 
ul Brahman) the denotation of rites and deities by the scriptural 
words in the ordinary parlance is for the sake of knowledge 
wf Brahman only'. How? It is so indicated on account of the 
question and answer between Shaunaka and Angirasa in 
Mundakopanisad ? and between Svetaketu and Uddalaka in 
(handogyopanisad (6-1,3 & 4). Moreoever, the followers of 
me branch of Vedas (Rgveda) recite so. 


Shaunaka asks, ‘‘my Lord, by knowing what, all this becomes 
known?” Shaunaka had the knowledge of sacrifices and he was 
wicgular performer of prescribed rites. In effect, what he was 
aking was, by knowing what, his knowledge of sacrifices would 
tw fruitful. The teacher Angirasa explains’, there are two kinds 
ul Knowledge to be acquired, namely Parad, the higher one and 
\pard, the lower one. There, the lower one comprises Rgveda, 
baurveda etc. (which offer the knowledge of sacrifices and other 
watldly rites and things) and the higher knowledge is that (provided 
hy the same set of scriptures)’, which leads to the comprehension 
o Brahman’ 


| EREET AAAA I (GDK. 1-4-19). 
akua g Bucii fasta adie Agd vata (Mund. Up. 1-1-3). 
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Thus, the conversation indicates that the scriptural words and 
sentences directly convey Brahman in their highest primary sense 
and they convey the rites and deities in their primary sense, the 
knowledge and performance of which also leads to the knowledge 
of Brahman in due course. Moreover, in some branch of Vedas, 
it is explicitly mentioned that, “‘if people do not understand that 
Brahman alone is the aim of Vedas then what is the use of their 
studying the Vedas?! 


Since every Vedic word is denotative of Brahman and thus 
Vedas can directly reveal Brahman, then what is the propriety in 
diverting the Vedic words for worldly transactions for the sake 
of knowing Brahman? The next sūtra answers this question. 


I go aAA, II (1-4-20) 


The ablative case here is in the sense of cause’. The wor 
‘yakyanvaya’ is understood in the sense that the various scriptural 
sentences individually carrying different meanings finally produce 
a purport (anvaya) conveying Brahman only. The scriptural 
words denote different mundane things for the sake of 
conveying Brahman because the various scriptural sentences 
describing rites and deities finally converge to a purport 
conveying Brahman only. Otherwise, the ordinary people whw 
are incapable of comprehending Brahman by etymologically 
interpreting each scriptural word in its highest primary sens. 
would become averse to the inquiry into and the knowledge ul 
Brahman. 


| Weta aq fee PRA | (RV. 1-164-39) (M. BSB. 1-4-19). 
2 TP. 1-4-20. 
3 TN ASRA (Panini 2-3-25). 
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Sankaracarya and following him Rāmānujācārya and others 
treat this saftra and the next three, as a separate Adhikarana and 
as an important one. The topic discussed under this Adhikarana 
is the famous discourse by Yajnhavalkya to his wife Maitreyt in 
Brhadaranyaka Upanisad. He tells, *‘not for the sake of the 
husband does the husband become dear but for the sake of the 
self, husband becomes dear.------ Verily, the Atman is to be seen, 
Weard, perceived and meditated upon. When the Atman is seen, 
heard, perceived and known, all this is known’’!. Then a question 
is raised as how is it that while the passage ‘‘a@tmanastu kamaya 
virvam priyam bhavati (everything is dear for the pleasure of the 
wD” is referred to the Jiva, the subsequent passage “‘when the 
Aman is seen, heard, perceived and known, all this is known’’, 
is (0 be maintained as referring to the Brahman, and three different 
views are stated under the names of Asmarathya, Audulomi and 
Kasakrtsna, the last representing the Siddhanta. Kasakrtsna opines’, 
wording to Sankaracarya, that because (the Highest Self) exists 
in the condition, ‘avasthiteh’ (of the individual soul); i.e. because 
the Highest Self only is that which appears as the individual soul. 
According to Ramanujacarya and Nimbarkacarya, however, the 
word avasthiteh means ‘on account of (Brahman’s) abiding (within 
tw individual soul)’, i.e. the words denoting the Jiva are applied 
lo Brahman, because Brahman abides as its self within the 
individual soul, which thus constitutes Brahman’s body. Thus, 
Wamänujācārya refers to the Antaryamin, ‘the ruler within’, 
implying a difference between Brahman and Jiva’. 


The s#tra contains only one word in the ablative case. It can, 
a best, serve as an additional probans for the assertion in the 
previous sūtra or the main sutra of the Adhikarana. It has to 


ol aR Weg: Se Ga: fat wala eag arava ofa: Bet vata area aT 
w gea: sates Aeaeal Aea ASA | sical al aR gaa MAA ACT 
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express a continuity of argument from the previous säātra. All this 
is not possible here, since it is considered as the opening sūtra 
of an Adhikarana. It has been observed more than once earlier 
that in the absence of any predicate in the opening säātra of an 
Adhikarana, the commentators will be free to choose any topic 
of their liking for discussion. Moreover, the literal meaning of the 
only word in the sūtra is that, *‘on account of the purport of the 
sentences’’. It is so vague that any topic in the scriptures can be 
discussed under it. There is no clue in the sitra to suggest that 
the Sérrakdra intends to discuss Yajfavalkya’s discourse to his 
wife Maitreyi. Therefore, apart from the erudite discussion or 
merits and demerits of it, how can one accept this as a convincing 
interpretation of the sa@tra? 


Moreover incidentally, Sankaricdrya’s interpretation ol 
Yajhavalkya’s discourse to Maitreyi does not seem to be 
convincing. Maitreyi desires to know the means of immortality! 
i.e. the knowledge of Brahman. In reply, the sage tells her, 
according to Sankaracirya that, ‘‘it is not for the sake of the 
husband that wife loves him, but for her own sake she loves him"’. 
In that paragraph, there are ten such statements where the sage 
tells ‘‘for her sake wife loves husband, for his sake the fathe 
loves sons, and so on’’. Then he suddenly says that Atman is ta 
be seen, heard, perceived and meditated upon. If one says thut 
‘this is what A does, this is what B does,---, this is what J does"’, 
and then says ‘Z’ should be understood’’, then these statements 
would be semantically incompatible and inconsistent. If the sage 
wanted to say as understood by Sankaracarya, the sage could have 
said, ‘*jayayah kamdya patih priyo bhavati, patyuh kdmaya jaya 
priya bhavati, pituh kāmāya putradh priyāh bhavanti, and so ow" 
But the sage has used the phrase ‘G#manastu kāmāya’ in his 
statements and then has said that the Arman is to be seen, hennt 


1 a aera AA aa agar ei ad Aa Ha 1 aaa wareda ada A mit 
(Brha. Up. 2-4-3). 
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ric. He has used the word Atman throughout. We have seen earlier 
m Dyubhvadhikarana that the term ‘Atman’ stands for the Supreme 
Rrahman i.e. Paramatman. Therefore, there is another view that 
ihe sage is driving at the fact that all worldly relations and behaviour 
we as per the will of Paramatman and then he is telling that such 
luramdtman should be seen, heard, perceived and meditated 
upon, 


(Gurudeva) R. D. Ranade has expressed the same view!: 
‘‘Giod-love must be regarded as the only bond of union between 
any two relatives and friends. This reminds us of the famous 
iluctrine of Leibnitz in his Monodology that monads which are 
all important have no direct relationship with one another except 
through the central monad and that the only relationship that can 
wibsist between any two monads is the indirect relation through 
(inl. God, thus, becomes the viniculum substantiale. God according 
n | eibnitz is the monas monadum and all the monads are bound 
iw this central monad by the bond of substantiality. Similarly 
m cording to Tulsi Das, God is the bond of subsistence between 
Iwo relatives or friends. 


This is also otherwise expressed in an Upanisad, which tells 
w that the spokes of a wheel are connected with each other not 
‘lectly but only through the central hub, which is God. Also we 
an casily recall the famous Upanisadic utterance na vd are 
wivasya kamaya sarvam priyam bhavati atmanastu kamaya 
wivi priyam bhavati. The mother should be dear to us not for 
iwi own sake but through God. Everything not for its own sake 
twit only through God’’. 


l'he Sätrakāra explains further in the next sūtra how the 
version of Vedic words for mundane activities finally leads 
wards the knowledge of Brahman. 


+ Sathway to God in Hindi Literature” by R. D. Ranade (1954) p. 62-63 
‘WANK. I. p. 301). 
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ANA ` 
It 0 REUS TACITA A E 3 Il (1-4-21) 
qaq: q aaa’ gA gaa giggar sagi: 
Raade aeg aR fox He a seared cegad) 
add gid MARA HAA | 
In the opinion of ASmarathya, the denotation of mundane 
things by the scriptural words is a means of proving (lintgar) 
the declaration (pratijiad) that there are no other ways for 
salvation except the knowledge (of Brahman) and thus conveys 
Brahman only (in the end). In other words, the scriptural words 
in their. worldly sense describe the scope and limitations of pursuing 
the path of sacrifices etc. and create a sense of aversion (vairdgya) 
in the seeker towards the worldly pursuits and disclose the necessity 
of acquiring the knowledge of Brahman. 


The Satrakara explains in another way in the next sūtra how 
the diversion of Vedic words for worldly transaction finally leads 
towards the knowledge of Brahman. 


I go Teme Ud RAAN: 3 
(1-4-22) 


SET: GHA: Ts MATA FAR: BSED SICIG ICAC IAE G 
aada A AAN: HA | 


Audulomi holds that the denotation of worldly things by 
the scriptural words is for the sake of the knowledge ol 
Brahman, because, for those desirous of liberation, thy 
performance of religious rites thus becomes necessary in ordet 
to get the knowledge of Brahman. The idea is that the performanr 
of the prescribed religious rites cleanses the mind of the seekrı 
and renders it able and ready to acquire the knowledge of Brahman 
The scriptural words with their worldly meanings facilitate Un 
performance of religious rites and thus help the seeker to get thu 
knowledge of Brahman. 
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The Sütrakāra explains from another standpoint in the next 
vitra how the diversion of Vedic words for worldly activities 
helps to know Brahman. 


go Maher RAPA: Fi (1-4-23) 


ACTA SHAT ARC Baa: AARC TTA 
MTS THATSSTIMACHL gil HATHA: AAA | 


ru? 


KaSakrtsna holds that, since the whole world of rites, deities 
und other things exist (avasthiteh) in Brahman as their 
wibstratum, in order to make one understand that Brahman 
is the support (@dhara) for everything, the scriptural words 
vonnote the supported (a@dheya) world. 


h IPART | 


n do paa Agee, S N 
(1-4-24) 
ia oe self eal a all aly a- 
nia RA A AN A: CAAT: AAAI: GAARA, AN- 
hafa Care q aA” a era: A Agee: TANTS 
MARTELI 


The words ‘tat tu’ are continued. The (feminine) words like 
Mtakrti ete. connote Brahman only, in keeping with the 
wriptural statement, ‘‘Oh! all the names signify this MAN 
(Wuramadtman) only’? and the subsequent elucidating 
Mlostration, ‘‘just as all the rivers destined to reach the sea 
flow towards it and enter it; likewise, all names find their 
Wwifiilment in Brahman’’', 


l'he term ‘Prakrti’ has already been shown to convey Brahman 
iw vura 1-4-1. It was considered in the sense of a principle in 


Corel OH Bed aai ai afafa Ger AC: PRAT: AERA: NARA- 
Whaia àa Gai ara Bay Gest aaa | (M. BSB. 1-4-24) 
(ANK. 1. p. 304) 
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the series Purusa Avyakta, Mahat, Buddhi etc. But here, the word 
Prakrti stands as a representative of feminine words like Stri, 
Yoni etc. (by upalaksana). The doubt here is how can such feminine 
words be used to connote Brahman when there is a saying that 
‘tno one describes this Paramātman by feminine words’’'. The 
sutra refutes this contention, and says that in conformity with the 
authoritative assertion that all names signify Brahman and the 
illustration of all rivers entering the sea, the feminine words also 
can denote Brahman. The word ‘ca’ in the sutra indicates that 
Brahman can be referred to by both the feminine and masculine 
words because Brahman brings forth the world in both the senses 
without any difficulty’. Paramdtman created the world from His 
own Self, at will, which (world) was swallowed by Him earlier, 
just like the parents (giving birth to a child) and the spider 
(projecting the web)’. 


The interpretation of this satra according to Sankaracarya is 
that*, ‘Brahman is not only the operative cause (nimitta karanam) 
of the world, but the material cause (upädāna kdranam) as well. 
because this view is in accordance with the assertion (pratijiid) 
and the illustration (drstanta)’’. The assertion referred to here is 
that®, tby knowing one (Brahman) everything else, though 
unknown, becomes known”’ 


The illustration quoted here is that®, ‘‘just as through a single 
clod of clay, all that is made of clay would become known"’ 
However, on the basis of this assertion and the illustration from 
Chandogyopanisad, one can know all that is made of clay by 


1 A are fet aaa (TP. 1-4-24). 

2 a Bad gaa fied aeaa Regae THAT eIT A FAA Tae: 
waco, UJANA | (TDK. 1-4-24). 

3 ee ee aad arenfigaquraraea 4 (TC. IL p. 197) 

4 ATEN I REMY AA, METER FA tact Parra | od 
fe nen AA (S. BSB. 1-4-23). 

5 qa Agda ada aeg agan Agd safer (S. BSB. 1-4-23). 

6 Ue gem ad goi Agd A. (S. BSB. 1-4-23), 
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knowing a single clod of clay, but how can he know the potter?! 
Anyway, as per this interpretation, Brahman is Prakrti as well. 


Earlier we have seen that the words like Akasa’, Jyoti}, 
Vai$vanara * connote Brahman. Aitareya Aranyaka states that the 
names of Rsis such as Satarcin, Madhyama, Grtsamada, Visvamitra, 
Vamadeva, Atri, Bharadvaja, Vasistha etc. all denote Brahman 
only and it gives the etymological interpretation’ of these words 
to show how they convey Brahman, in their primary sense. These 
words are borrowed and used in the common parlance (Samakarsat 
B. S. 1-4-16), to denote the respective Asis, just as the words king 
and queen are used to denote some playing cards. Now, when the 
sitra (1-4-24) states that the term Prakrti connotes Brahman in 
ls primary etymological sense, the interpretation of Sankaracarya 
is in the converse sense that Brahman is Prakrti, the material 
vause of the world, as it is generally understood. On the same 
analogy, we have to say that Brahman is Akdsa, Jyoti, Vaisvanara, 
Wharadvaja, Vasistha and so oné. It is as good as saying that king 
und queen are ‘playing-cards’. This is not convincing. Of course, 
the proposition that Brahman is everything, fits in the doctrine 
uf Vivartavada’, advocated by Sankaracarya, according to which 
the world is a phenomenal appearance superimposed on nirguna 
Rrahman, just as a snake is seen in place of a rope. But in this 
doctrine, there is no scope for material cause and operative cause, 
which are the considerations in the doctrine of parinamavada. 

“The rope is not said to be the material cause of the illusory 
anake. From the standpoint of Vivartavdda, the correct knowledge 


| frat ofagreeraraguercaca fray firacaca alee: 1 (TC. I. p. 193). 
META, | (BS. 1-1-22). 

o AATA (BS. 1-1-24). 

| AR AATA (BS. 1-2-24). 

` Paai yaaa Aaaa RA eNEAN ate aga aa 
ware (A.A. 2-2-2). 

NY EET ERRANA TAGS * ATTEN” Rea- 
HTM ITAA TAS | (TC. 1. p. 193). 
ni aia wel Ae aa Pee | ae] acd arrestee Stal sels ATI Mt (Sankardcarya) 
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of the substratum sublates the superimposed object. But then all 
that is made of clay is not superimposed on the clod of clay. Even 
when clay and clayness come to be known, they do not bring 
about the disappearance of the products of clay’’’. 


Moreover, in his introductory remarks to this Pada, 
Sankardcarya observes that this Pada proceeds to prove the absence 
of scriptural recognition for the Saikhya Pradhdna or Prakrti. 
But, here the interpretation of this Adhikarana does not conform 
to the opening remarks. V. S. Ghate opines that?, “Sankara is, 
no doubt, inconsistent with himself in not referring about half of 
the Pāda to the refutation of the Sarkhya doctrine, though in 
introducing the Pada he remarks that this Pada has for its special 
aim, the demonstration that certain words and passages claimed 
by the Saikhya as supporting their doctrine can really speaking 
only refer to certain things connected with the Vedanta doctrine’’. 


The interpretation of Ramanujacdrya is on the same lines 
that’. ‘‘(Brahman) is the material cause also, (on account of this 
view alone) not being contradictory to the proposition and 
illustrations (cited in the Sruti)’’. The assertion (pratijfa) and 
illustration (drstanta) quoted by Ramanujacarya are the same 
ones from Chdndog yopanisad as cited by Sankaracarya. But herve. 
the Pirvapaksin holds that Brahman is only the operative cause., 
but not the material cause of the world, and therefore, one has 
to infer the existence of Pradhana, which serves as the material 
cause, though not clearly declared in the scriptures. This satra ts 
said to refute the above contention. It is seen here that, 
Ramanujacarya sticks to the declared position of refuting the 
doctrine of Saikhya Pradhana throughout the Pada. On thw 
strength of this sätra Ramanujacarya holds that Brahman is both 


1 aR adea cq: opfateqead ganga: Gant stagaverecerd gaara] 


aama | aR AeA gaea qaaa AA: (TC. IL. p. 19 
(BNK. I. p. 310). 
2 VSG. p. 67. 


3 Sribhdsya- SV 1-4-23. 
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the operative and material cause of the universe. Ramanujacarya 
lurther propounds that! Brahman has for Its body the whole world 
of sentient and insentient things in both the modes, one evolved 
ws names and forms and the other as unevolved (avyakta), and 
lirahman is present all the time, in and through everything, (evolved 
utd unevolved). The manifest world of names and forms is said 
to be the manifold effect (kérya) and the unmanifest state is the 
cause, one without a second. Thus, according to Ramanujadcarya, 
what changes from subtle to gross state is the insentient factor 
lrukrti, which has no separate existence apart from Brahman, and 
the sentient factor, Brahmacaitanya does not undergo change and 
does not transform itself into the world of matter. 


Apart from the merits and demerits of such ontological 
doctrines, the point here is whether such a discussion is intended 
hy the Sätrakāra in this Samanvayddhyaya. The difficulties in 
mcepung this line of interpretation that Brahman is Prakrti as 
well, have been mentioned earlier above. 


The proof given by this sūtra is of a general nature that, 
since all the names signify Brahman, the feminine words 
like Prakrti connote Brahman. The next sūtra provides another 
vyidence to show how Prakrti denotes Brahman, based on 
adition (rudhi). 


ll go aAa FI (1-4-25) 
la: aAa spaa set: AN: sa: TSR. 


w FEIT: SPTEAT AISA, T | 


Prakrti connotes Brahman only, on account of Brahman’s 
will being referred to (by scriptures) as Prakrti and on account 
wl Brahman being described as volition personified. 


u IRR REET ala adal w Ae Farad Boreae aR- 
MAETI IE RERET FRI aAa HAA AAA | Teal AET 
WM) pai PA Ai (Śrībhāsya 1-4-23). 
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The scriptures refer! to Brahman's will as Prakrti, Mayé, 
Mahamaya, Avidya, Niyati, Mohini and Vasand. They also tell 
that Paramdtman and His volition, impulsion, wisdom, bliss etc. 
are all one and the same’. Therefore, the term Prakrti can be 
considered as connoting Brahman. In support of his contention, 
Madhvacarya quotes a verse from Brahmdndapurana. It says; 
‘though He (Paramdtman) is fit to be meditated upon He is 
likened to be the meditator; though He is happiness personified 
He is said to be happy; because of His omnipotence He is addressed 
by words having divergent meanings like one conveying the 
possessor of an attribute (dharmi) and the other denoting the 
attribute (dharma) itself °. 


In addition to the general proof in the last sé#tra and the 
evidence based on tradition in this sé#tra, the Satrakdra states in 
the next sutra that Paramdtman has been directly addressed as 
Strt, Prakrti etc. in Sruti. 


so AAPA. Fo N (1-4-26) 

AU pe Fels Mead AAAI far THcafsareacaea 
gua FAA | 

‘Ca’ here means ‘only’. The terms Prakrti etc. connote 

Brahman only, on account of the direct mention of Brahman 

in Sruti (sacred texts), by both the types of words, one Prakrti 

etc. expressive of female principle and the other Purusa etc. 


expressive of male principle, without taking recourse to the 
general and traditional practices. 


| (a 1 (a; Frat a wae are mit mia dpa lia FAW! (Sveta. Up. 4 - 10), (b) mam aAA 
me TPA ATW SAed WA | Re TAA Ag Abra Oy 
ee eA] (M. BSB. 1-4-25). 


[a 


2 "Asia a q: a g a aa" Bla Ya: aÀ AEA | 
(M. BSB. 1-4-25). 
3 Ta ESA Get Gaadta a AA faweriatead n ga wee | 


(M. BSB. 1-4-25). 
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In the first s@tra of this Adhikarana, the Sutrakara asserts that 
the terms like Prakrti, expressing female principle, convey 
Brahman, on the basis of a general testimony that all names 
signify Brahman only. In the second sftra, he adduces an evidence 
of traditional usage of the term Prakrti for Brahman’s volition 
and Brahman’s description as volition personified. Here, in this 
sūtra, the Sūtrakāra offers a direct evidence of Sruti where 
Brahman is referred to by both types of terms, feminine and 
masculine. As an example of this proof, Madhvacarya quotes a 
mantra from Paingi Sruti in which Brahman is described as Stri 
(woman), Purusa (man), Prakrti (nature or source material), Atman 
(supreme soul), Brahman, world, light, Hari, beginning of the 
world, beginningless, endless, end of the world, greater than the 
greatest and universe personified’. 


Not only by convention (rādhi ) but even by etymology (yoga) 
the word Prakrti denotes Brahman, as shown by the next sétra. 


ll g aep: RTE, wi (1-4-27) 


aR SAA TAP | pA AGATA STB: aori fraa aa 


faa IATA HA: Wiel: CMP Weld: AA PE pA: 
TA ga RAAT. 


The term parināmāt in the ablative, is in the sense of 
‘parinamam vidhaya’ i.e. having modified. 


Brahman is called Prakrti, because Brahman, having 
entered into and modified (the insentient principle) Prakrti 
(from the subtle to the grosser states), assumes many forms 
of Its own in order to impel them (the grosser states) by 
abiding in them. (According to Madhvācārya) it is possible 


I ot eh q gaa: OT ap: Ty e g a TT Sta: TT arate: AA ah 
ang: arate: See. TA: ee AET: r e a EN 
(M. BSB. 1-4-26). 

1 N FAAR q 1 (Panini 1-4-31 Vārtika). (See footnote under sūtra 
1-4-10). 
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to have the etymological interpretation of the term Prakrti as 
the One whose creative activity (krti) is indeed stupendous 
(pra-krsta). 


Having shown the scriptural convention of using terms 
expressive of female principle like Prakrti, Stri etc. for Brahman 
in the previous sutra, the Sūtrakāra points out here in this sitra, 
the denotative basis and significance of such terms applied to 
Brahman. 


Based on scriptures, Madhvacirya holds that : ‘‘Jada-Prakrti 
(matter) cannot evolve of its own accord, because of its dependent 
position.-It is very necessary that Brahman should educe the 
development of Prakrti from within, by inner impulsion. This 
presupposes the entry of Brahman into Prakrti ab initio. The 
subsequent stages of Prakrtic evolution are equally dependent on 
the impulsion given by Brahman at every stage...... Brahman 
assumes as many manifestations of Its own form as It deems 
necessary, according to the evolutionary states of matter to sustain 
them from within’’'. 


go Qaa fe Wad 2 n (1-4-28) 


fe Tend aga goaa da? gfe yal air aga 
wa sad ad: sHeMe wala | 


Since Brahman is described as Yoni ctc. i.e. That which 
creates from Its own Self, in scriptural statements like ‘*That 
Which the wise ones perceive as the creator (source) of all that 
exists”, the terms Prakrti etc. connote Brahman only. 


The doubt here is that though in the preceding sūtra it has 
been shown that the terms like Prakrti etc. can be applied to 
Brahman on the denotative basis (pravrttinimitta) by interpreting 
Prakrti as the one whose creative activity (Arti) is stupendous 


| BNK. I. p. 305. 
2 Mund. Up. 1-1-6. 
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(prakrsta), this however, does not necessarily imply Brahman’s 
creativity directly from Its own Self without the intervention of 
something else, which is the characteristic of female principle. 
The sutra clarifies that since Brahman is said to be the yoni, 
Brahman has the capability to create directly without the 
intervention of anything. In support of this contention, 
Madhvacarya quotes two verses from Brahmdndapurdana'. **The 
wise ones say that creating with the intervention of someone else 
is the characteristic of male principle and bringing forth directly 
without the intervention of anybody else is the characteristic of 
female principle (prakrtitva). The Supreme Being, the Parama 
Purusa having both the characteristics of directly bringing forth 
and indirectly bringing forth (through Jada-Prakrti ) is spoken of 
as both the female (Prakrti ) and male (Purusa) principles and 
therefore denoted by words expressive of both genders”’ 


The word ‘ca’ in the sūtra indicates that the term Prakrti 
stands for other feminine words like stri etc. by the implication 
of the analogous (upalaksana)’. The prohibition to use feminine 
words for Brahman in the saying, ‘‘no one describes this 
Paramatman by feminine words’’, purports that Brahman ts not 
to be understood and meditated upon as a woman alone, (and 
subservient to someone else)’. 


7 a 
Uda ad E EAT: HI 
(1-4-29) 


Nad mpeg Ga araara]: fe Hear a Sie 
WRT: sA: | TRATION feta 


| aaa geg Gee Pahoa | poured el fet Fela: 1) PTTL 
aqla: gu qa sgi: gesi aa sidt uefa mare | 
(M. BSB. 1-4-28). 


upeaa ae agea T: 1 (TDK. 1-4-28). 
vonia ara feed gaa’ aa (a) aag agam: | (TP. 1-4-28). 


(hy fae AA ITANA: | (VVM. 1-4-28). 
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With this group of principles of interpretation mentioned 
earlier, all the words including the (exceptional) words like 
Siinya (void), Asat (non-existent) etc. stand established as 
connotative of Brahman only in their primary sense. The term 
‘vyakhyatah’ in the sutra, has been repeated in order to 
emphasize that all the propositions mentioned earlier are 
proved. 


This being the concluding sutra of this Samanvayadhaya, the 
Satrakdra perorates, that he started with the proposition that the 
Brahman to be inquired into, who is the Originator etc. of the 
world, can be known only through scriptures, by properly 
interpreting them and knowing that all words therein convey 
Brahman only in their highest primary sense, that proposition 
stands established. 


In this fourth Pada, the Sitrakdra has considered words, 
which exclusively convey something other than Brahman and are 
difficult to be shown to connote Brahman by ordinary canons of 
interpretation. He has devised here some special techniques to 
interpret these Anyatraivaprasiddha words. For example, the terms 
like duhkhi (miserable) and baddha (bound) were shown to convey 
Brahman on account of Brahman’s presence behind them as the 
controlling principle (Tadadhinatvad arthavat). However, in spite 
of such devices, there still remain some words like Sanya (void), 
Asat (non-existent), Abhdva (non-existence), Tuccha (worthless) 
etc. which do not have a positive referent and have a sense of total 
negation. If such terms are applied to Brahman on their denotative 
basis (pravrttinimitta), as they are understood in ordinary language. 
it will lead to absurdity and reduce Brahman to a nullity. If they 
are not shown to convey Brahman, then the starting proposition 
that all scriptural words convey Brahman in their primary sense. 
stands disproved. To overcome this dilemma, Madhvacarya his 
shown, on the strength of scriptures', that even these words are 


1 W Oa ae: & a ges: N Oe apna: & aa a: eds RA Pao 
ae a (M. BSB. 1-4-29). 
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applied to Brahman, not in the sense in which they are ordinarily 
understood, but in their esoteric etymological senses. He has also 
shown how these words are interpreted in Mahaktirmapurana '. 
Parmātman is called Siinya, since He reduces the happiness of 
the wicked; Tuccha because He brings misery to the unrightous, 
wmaining hidden from them; Abhava because He cannot be fully 
comprehended by anyone else; Nasa because He cannot be 
‘onsumed by others, 


Therefore, the Sitrakdra claims in this sutra that all the 
words in Vedas, should be understood to have been established 
as applicable to Brahman. 


According to Sankaracarya this satra asserts that”, ‘‘with this 
poup of various methods used for refuting the claim of Sdvikhya 
lradhāna to be the independent cause of the world, all other 
iluctrines concerning the origin of the world, such as the atomic 
theory, also stand refuted.’’ Thus, in this concluding sätra of this 
\dhvdva, Sankaracarya has admitted that throughout this adhyvaya, 
he has put in all his efforts? to refute the Sdnkhya theory of 
lradhdna as the independent cause of creation. But it appears 
shobtful whether the Satrakara intended only this much. Having 
intwoduced the subject matter of the work in the opening sutra, 
ds an inquiry into Brahman, the Sūtrakāra defines Brahman in 
the second sätra as the One who is the author of creation et cetera. 
thus. creation is one of the distinguishing characteristics of 
Nraiman. Since That entity, whatever it may be, which has the 
i haracteristics of creation etc., is called Brahman, and the nature 
aud attributes of that Brahman are proposed to be discussed in 


1 en URE: GAR: aL) aaa ga Ag Tea | 
Y] aa ae PATA: | ads aA A FCAT 
nia agia A RAA aN: 11 A ARTA | 
(M BSB. 1-4-29). 

ota aaa aa Ba aaa ate Rean area 
afim: 1 (S. BSB. 1-4-28). 

1 Heute Ga asda Fad: 1 (S. BSB. 1-4-28). 
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the first Adhyãya, by proper interpretation of the scriptures, there 
appears no room here to doubt whether Brahman is the cause of 
creation or whether S@nkhya Pradhana could be the cause of 
creation. Of course, the Sūtrakāra is aware of the existence of 
other ontological doctrines like Pradhanakdadranavada, 
Paramdanukaranavada, Siinyavada, etc. and he is going to refute 
them in the second pdda (known as Samayapdda), of the second 
Adhyaya (Avirodhadhyaya)'. Therefore, Sankaracdrya’s attempt 
to extend his arguments used for refuting Pradhanakdranavdda, 
which themselves are on doubtful grounds, to other doctrines like 
Paramanukaranavada etc., (i.e. atide§a), in this concluding sūtra 
appears far fetched and hence unconvincing. The term ‘sarve’ in 
the concluding sé#tra should have been taken to refer to things 
discussed in the Adhydya itself and not to other doctrines like 
Paramānukāranavāda. The interpretation of the word ‘vyakhyatah' 
as ‘refuted’ (pratisiddhataya vyakhyatdah) is also not satisfactory’. 


According to Ramanujacarya, the sdtra tells that ‘‘by this i.c, 
by the arguments hither to given in the four Pddas, all the Vedanta 
texts propounding the cause of the world are explained as 
propounding the omniscient, omnipotent Brahman different from 
the animate and inanimate (world)’’*. However, in addition to the 
cause of creation, the sétrakGra has discussed in this Adhydya, 
many more things about the nature and characteristics of Brahman, 


kw 
TARA THATS AMAT! (TC. 1. p. 196). 
2 ad aAa paR aA aoa GA | 
ae gcaed facect gcadat A ERR: 1 (TC. I. p. 196). 
3 Waa agea adag mea: aa aN- 
Aaaa RA Aa EN: | (Sribhdsya- SV. 1-4-29) 


Chapter VII 
Introduction to Adhyaya II 


In the first Adhyaya i.e. Samanvayadhydya, the Satrakdra 
commends an enquiry into i.e. a study of the nature and attributes 
ul Brahman, the Supreme Being in order to get freedom from the 
vycle of births and deaths and to obtain the state of pure bliss i.e. 
Moksa. Then he defines that Brahman as the source of eight-fold 
dispensation, creation etc., of this insentient and sentient world. 
lurther, he asserts that the Brahman can be known only through 
‘Scriptures, by proper interpretation of scriptural texts. In the rest 
ot the adhyaya, the Sitrakara illustrates how certain selected 
iepresentative words and phrases from Sruti, in their highest 
juimary sense, disclose some facets of the majesty of Brahman. 
lic thus, indicates that all the scriptural words are expressive of 
Hrahman. This whole edifice of arguments is based on the concept 
ol Brahman as the source of all the eight-fold dispensation of 
matter and souls. But, there could be some objections or 
vontradictions (virodha) to this concept of Brahman itself, and 
here are many. Therefore, this definition of Brahman would be 
a mere hypothesis, unless and until all possible objections and 
‘ontradictions to it are convincingly refuted. That is exactly what 
the Sätrakāra proceeds to accomplish in this second adhyaya, 
appropriately named as Avirodhadhyaya. 


The broad arrangement of Pddas in this Adhydya according 
to the three commentators is more or Jess on similar lines as 
lollows. 


According to Sankaracarya, ‘‘the first part (i.e. Pada) is devoted 
in show that there is no contradiction between the conclusions of 
the first chapter (i.e. Adhydya) and the statements of certain 
\wtis; the second part shows that opinions about Pradhdna and 
thers are based on defective reasoning; the third and fourth parts 
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show that the Sruti passages do not contradict one another when 
they deal with cosmology, individual soul and the sense organs’’!. 


Ramanujacarya holds that, *‘Pada i repulses possible 
objections against the Sutrakara’s own view of Brahman as the 
world cause. Pdda ii lays bare the defects to be found in the 
conception of the originating cause of the world as entertained 
by various systems of philosophy which are hostile to 
Badarayana’s. Padas iii and iv disarm objections which are likely 
to be raised in respect of the nature and modes of the Karya or 
the world of Cit and Acit produced by Brahman as described in 
the Srutis’’?. 


Madhvacarya finds that the objections based on pure reasonings 
are considered in first Pada. In the second, various competing 
schools of Indian philosophy established by individual thinkers 
and their followers, are refuted. Apparent contradictions in the 
Srutis themselves are dealt with and cleared in the third Pada 
At the same time, the Siitrakdra states the Vedic concepts a! 
creation of the world of matter and souls as well. In the fourth 
Pada he deals with the internal conflicts of Srutis supported by 
reasoning furnished by other Srutis and authoritative statements 


wk 


Chapter VIII 
Adhyaya II, Pada | 
GAMAT VIA: TE: 1) 
| Scar | 
I2 CCITT Sica SU ATTA 3 I 
(2-1-1) 


“If it be said that there will result the defect of not 
allowing room for certain Smrtis (we say) not so, because there 
will result the defect of not allowing room for some 
ather Smrtis’’!. 


The scriptural texts known as Vedas (which include mantra, 
Rrāhmana, Aranyaka and Upanisad texts) form the floating 
intelligence, which has come down the ages by oral transmission, 
Irom time immemorial. The authorship of these texts cannot be 
attributed to any historical person. Though the texts themselves 
contun some names of sages like ViSvamitra, Vamadeva, Vasistha 
w the seers of some mantras, they are all mythological characters, 
and they are said to have heard those mantras. Hence, these Vedas 
me known as Srutis i.e. revelations. These are considered as 
super-human (apauruseya) and an authority. 


On the contrary, Smrtis are scriptural texts composed by 
historically known thinkers having intuition about the truths they 
have written. These are many. Some Smrtis accept the authority 
ul Vedas and others do not. But these authors are reputed to be 
knowledgeable and reliable persons, having no ill intention of 
itteciving the followers, i.e. they are trustworthy (Gpta). Hence, 
their words also have the sanctity of an evidence or authority 
Wwabdapramanya). 


\ SRK. p. 333. 
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This sūtra considers a situation when there is a contradiction 
between Smrti and Sruti. Sankaricarya takes the Smrti as the 
Sankhyasmrti and many other commentators follow suit. His 
purvapaksin argues that', ‘it is not proper to say that the omniscient 
Brahman is the cause of the universe, because in that case Kapila’s 
Sankhya-smrti and the others (Asuri and Pafcasikha-smrtiy) 
following it become invalid, since they urge that the cause of the 
universe is the independent nonconscious Pradhdna. And it is 
regarded that the intuitive knowledge of sages like Kapila cannot 
be challenged’’. The siitra refutes this contention’. If the authorship 
of Brahman as the cause of the world is objected to because il 
renders .Sarikhya-smrti invalid, then by the same argument, the 
other Smrtis, which support the authorship of Brahman will be 
rendered invalid, (in case, the contention of Sarikhya-smrti is 
accepted). Moreover. according to Piurvamimamsd *, when there 
is a conflict between Smrtis, those, which follow the Sruti are to 
be accepted and those which conflict with Sruti are to be 
disregarded’. Ramanujacarya also has interpreted the sūtra on 
these lines only. 


The Sdtrakdra has used a general word ‘Smrti’ in the satra 
Sankaracarya, however, has restricted the scope of the discussion 
to Sarikhya Smrti only. The Sitrakdra is taking here a sweep 
against all the Smrtis, Vedantic or non-Vedantic, which contradict 
the concept of Brahman as the author of creation etc. He contends 
that if someone contradicts the authorship of Brahman on the 
strength of some Smrti which claims validity as an Aptavakya ie 


L ag weld Gael Ta: BRON Sle da EEATT R TEN 
cease regia aia AAIE: PA ‘OG Git Seer: SAF | 

ag R mi sad eae SATA: SRO TUNA | Benda a ard eet 

amed cad | (S. BSB. 2-1-1). 

a SAIRA ETTE mA aÀ aa RARA: 

GA: ARN: AA (S. BSB. 2-1-1). 

3 fated ad aA AAAI (PMS. 1-3-3). 

4 faofaqdi a aA, aA aR aR a ag: 
FA: FAO, HAAA FAT: 1 (S. BSB. 2-1-1). 
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n utterance of a knowledgeable and trustworthy person, then 
there are other Smrtis which also have the validity as an Aptavakya 
and which accept the authorship of Brahman. The refutation of 
doctrines opposing the authorship of Brahman is being taken up 
une by one in the next Pada. 


According to the views of Madhvacarya, the interpretation of 
the sära reads as follows: 


niai Sees AeneA a os 
MACOS ARACEAE TSEN SÀ 

uaa Stel ALA TERTATEI TECH A acide ee 
aAA! 


If it be argued that since the Smrtis, Saiva (Pāśupata), 
\ankhya, Kanada etc. and Bauddha, Jaina etc., have no room 
except for what they stand for, these Smrtis composed by 
knowledgeable and credible persons, will be rendered invalid 
und therefore the Srutis against these Smrtis are not valid, (we 
say) no, because in that case other Smrtis like Pafcaratra etc. 
which are in accordance with the Srutis and have no room 
wtherwise, would likewise have the defect of invalidity. 


In other words, the Purvapaksin stresses here on the point that 
“utis having no known author / authors of their own, cannot 
faim validity as an Aptavakya, while their Smrtis have such 
uihenticity. The Siddhantin counters that since there are some 
‘mutis, Which are authentic as Aptavakya and which are in 
awteement with Srutis, the defect of invalidity falls on those 
\witts also, which ts equally unwelcome. Since the latter set of 
\mens is in the agreement with Sruti, the position stated in the 
wuti has greater force. 


Anticipating a further claim by the P#rvapaksin that when the 
Iunelits promised by their Smrtis can be realized on the 
jwiformance of the rites prescribed by them, they should be 
uated as valid, the next sdtra refutes the same. 
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i do gR ag: o 1 (2-1-2) 


ARA SIH: TEA Tg ISRA | SEERE ATARA AAA: 
AT ARRE AN À: MRE TA, 
aaa ag ite tei AAS: A, 
am JEA | 


‘Anupalabdhi’ means that (benefit) which is not perceptible 
or not realizable i.e. imperceptible (benefit). The term 
‘anupalabdhi’ in the sūtra is repeated and applied to both the 
clauses like the crow’s eye.4 


Since (even) the perceivable benefits promised by those 
Smrtis are not actually realizable, those are fit to be treated 
as unauthoritative and incredible. The word ca in the sutra 
accepts that a few benefits could be realizable. One cannot get 
away saying that the non-realization of promised benefits could 
be due to defective performance of prescribed rites or inadequate 
qualifications of the performer and hence the validity of those 
Smrtis cannot be doubted. ‘‘It is only when the validity of a 
particular dgama has been established on independent grounds 
that cases of discrepancy of results may be otherwise explained 
as being due to deficiencies in the performance or inadequacy"’* 
Even if a promised benefit is realized in a rare case, it could be 
coincidental’. 


| The compound ‘anupalabdhi’ is in neuter form. In ablative case, it should have 
been ‘anupalabdhinah’. But the word is treated as a masculine term and its 
ablative form ‘anupalabdhehk’ is taken here, according to the sara. 
giay wees Gag Mea! (Panini 7-1-74). 

BYD. 2-1-2. 

M. BSB. 2-1- 

A crow is supposed to have only one eyeball which it can move from one sockvi 
to the other as required. Similarly, a word or a phrase used once in a sentence 
may serve two purposes. This maxim is known as ‘Kakdksigolanyaya’ 
(SED. p. 305). 

5 maA tere rata A paN | 


(TC. I. p. 8), BNK 1. p. 331. 
6 Fata dag artes: | (TC. I. p. 8). 
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According to Sankaracarya and Ramanujacarya, the Sätra 
states that the principles Mahat etc., other than the Pradhāna and 
considered as resulting from Pradhdna by the Sāħkhya smrti ', 
ite not perceived either in the Vedas or in ordinary experience. 
Vhis interpretation cannot be accepted, since it is seen in an earlier 
sutra 1-4-12, that the principles Mahat etc. appear in the scriptures’. 


It may be argued that the Pafafjalayogasmrti and other yoga 
iisciplines cannot be treated as incredible since the benefits 
jwomised therein can be realized if one practices the prescribed 
iisciplines. The next sé#fra repudiates this assumption. 


A ban ` ` 
Il 3 Udd JRT: Agh: 3 tl (2-1-3) 
Ud URAHOMISn AA wea RETA, | 
The validity of yoga-smrtis (in respect of creatorship etc.) 
ulso stands refuted by the same reason mentioned in the 


previous sutra, that even the perceivable benefits promised by 
the Smrtis are not all realizable within the reasonable time’. 


All the commentators agree on the purport of this sūtra. 
Sankaracarya and Ramanujacarya have, however, treated this 
wira as a separate Adhikarana, Since the argument put up in the 
pevious siitra only is extended here, this sūtra can safely be 
included in the previous Adhikarana. 


2 a SACI | 
do a Aegae aN a TA, % N 
(2-1-4) 


Sañkarācārya and Rāmānujācārya treat this sāētra and the next 
wven säras as one Adhikarana. They assume the whole of this 


(TROP ay serrata eA ERR Fea A ae ae Sts A 
MgA | (S. BSB. 2-1-2). 
Jeger gR wear, syed: aires! (TC. Ul p. 9). 
| (PERO Fa RAS Ta AUCH: | (TPD. 2-1-3). 
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sūtra and the next one as the Parvapaksa from the Sankhya 
viewpoint. 


The exposition (vrtti) of this sūtra, according to Sankaracarya, 
is that: ‘(Brahman can) not (be the cause of the world) on account 
of difference of nature of this (the world) and its being such (i.e. 
different from Brahman) (is known) from scripture’’’. 


The established view (siddhanta) according to Sankardcarya 
and Ramanujacarya is that the conscious Brahman is both the 
efficient and material cause of the world. The Pärvapaksin objects 
this view through this stra saying that there is a difference of 
nature between the cause, the Brahman, and the effect, the world. 
The world is insentient and impure. Brahman is conscious and 
pure. The relation as material cause and effect, is not seen between 
two things different in nature*. For example, gold ornaments are 
not made of earth and earthenware are not made of gold. Similarly, 
this world, which is insentient and comprises pleasure, pain and 
infatuation, can be the effect of a cause, which is insentient and 
comprises pleasure, pain and infatuation, but not of Brahman 
having different characteristics’. If it is argued that the world also 
could be treated as conscious and there is not much of a distinction 
between Brahman and the world, the difference in nature between 
the two (tathdtvam) is borne out by the Sruti (sabda). The Śrun 
speaks of Brahman as manifesting itself in two forms, intelligent 
it is said that there are passages in the Srutis such as ‘the earth 
spoke’, ‘the waters spoke’ etc., attributing intelligence to the 
elements, the Purvapaksin answers in the next sūtra (2-1-5). 


~ A w A` A, | 


SRK, p. 335. 
a a Rea FARTON TE: I (S. BSB. 2-1-4). 
PORA HY ngA Held eel a Aoga AEM: | (S. BSB. 2-1-4). 
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**But the reference is to the presiding deities on account of 
the distinctive nature and relatedness’’!. When the Sruti says ‘the 
earth spoke’, ‘the waters spoke’ etc. the reference is to the presiding 
deities of the elements controlling them, but not to the elements. 
Vhus, the world being different in nature, Brahman cannot be its 
inaterial cause”. This objection of Pūrvapaksin raised in the last 
wo sdtras, is being answered, according to Sankaracarya and 
Kimanujacarya, in the next sétra (2-1-6). 


wad gi 


‘*But (it) is seen’’*. The word ‘but’ (tu) refutes the contention 
wl the Parvapaksin. The view, that a thing being different in 
mature from its cause cannot have it as its material cause, is not 
umversally true. For, it is seen in the world that insentient things 
like hairs and nails are produced from sentient beings like men, 
and sentient beings like scorpions spring from insentient cow- 
lung. Whatever may be the counter-argument, one cannot deny 
that in both the above examples, there is a difference in the nature 
Iwtween the cause and the effect. And it has to be so. Otherwise, 
il there were complete identity between the two, then there would 
lv no distinction between cause and effect. Sankaracdrya has 
-msidered three alternatives of difference in nature between 
Nrifman and the world. (i) Non-occurrence of all the characteristics 
ul Rrahman in the world. This is not expected. Without some 
Witlerence in characteristics between two things, there can be no 
iuuse and effect relation between the two. (ii) Non-occurrence of 
any characteristic of Brahman in the world. This is not acceptable 
swe the characteristic of Brahman, called as existence (satta ) 
ia cen in the world too. (iii) Non-occurrence of the characteristic 
ul being sentient. There is no example for the third hypothesis. 


1 NRK. p. 337. 
nug ASAT q sd AON ad, Seca a epa, scafecae | 
u BSB. 2-1-5). 
“KK. p. 337. 
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The opponent cannot bring forth an example of a substance which 
is not pervaded by consciousness and which does not have Brahman 
ag its material cause; for the (Advaita) Vedantin holds that Brahman 
is the material cause of all the substances in the world’. (This 
argument is not convincing. Śañkarācārya seems to be trying to 
refute the opponent's contention on the strength of his very 
hypothesis which is questioned by the opponent). Thus, Brahman 
is the material cause of all the things in this world. Scripture 
supports this view. Sankaracarya stretches the discussion further 
lo, and advocates the doctrine of identity between individual souls 
and Brahman. Ramanujacarya also interprets the sūtra on these 
lines only except the last discussion about identity of Brahman 
and individual souls. All the commentators except Madhvacarya 
agree’ on the purport of this Adhikarana, that despite the difference 
in characteristics, Brahman can be the cause of the world’. 


However, this interpretation and the ensuing erudite discussion 
appear farfetched on account of the following observations. 


(1) Uptill now we have seen a variety of sutras. In some sutras, 
an established view (Siddhdnta) is stated, and it is supported by 
a probans, e.g. ‘Anandamavo'bhvasat (BS. 1-1-12)’ o 
‘Dyubhvadyayatanam svasabdat (BS. 1-3-1)’. Here, a suitable 
objection (Purvapaksa) is to be constructed. In some sétras, there 
is only an additional probans or an illustration in support of a view 
already established e.g. ‘Muktopasrpyavyapadesdt (1-3-2) 
‘Camasavadavisesat (1-4-9):. Some state only a probans, where 
both the Siddhanta and the Pirvapaksa are to be composed in 
keeping with the words in the probans, e.g. ‘Kampandat (BS 
1-3-39)’, *PatyadiSabdebhyah (1-3-43)’. Pirvapaksa is clearly 
stated and refuted in some siitras, e.g. ‘vikdraSabddanneti cenm 


tN lat 


iad RA, AAAS FGA GARATEA (S. BSB. 2-1-01 
VSG. p. 69. 
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pracuryat (B. S. 1-1-13)’. But nowhere have we seen an entire 
stitra dedicated tor Parvapaksa. The Kalpasitras and the siitras 
of Panini have no separate Piirvapaksa siitras'. Hence, it is doubtful 
whether the Sutrakara has stated a Purvapaksa only in siitras 
2-1-4 and 2-1-5, as assumed by Sankardcarya and followed suit 
by others. 


(2) For such an elaborate Purvapaksa running over two siftras as 
assumed, the Sutrakdra’s reply is a simple ‘rw’ (but), in the sutra 
‘drsvate tu’. It is difficult to accept this sūtra as a clinching 
wgument to silence a strong Pérvapaksa. Earlier also, the Satrakara 
has used such sétras like ‘darsayati ca (1-4-1) ‘api smaryate 
(|-3-23)’, ‘smrtesca (1-2-6)’, not as the principal argument but 
as a collateral evidence to confirm what is already proved. 


(1) The whole attempt in the discussion here is to refute the 
moposition of the Pirvapaksin in the opening sūtra (BS. 2-1-4) 
imt ‘Brahman cannot be the material cause of the world’’. But 
(he proposition is based on a single term ‘na’ (not) in the sutra 
and all other terms in the sentence are supplied by the commentator. 
A similar attempt is observed in Sankaracdrya’s interpretation of 
wira 1-1-5, 


tl) According to Sankaracarya, ‘‘in the first chapter (i.e. Adhyāya) 
waling with the concordance or harmony of texts, it is established 
that the omniscient Lord of all, is the material and efficient cause 
ul the universe. He is the Self of all. The Sāħkhya view that 
Miadhdna is the cause of the universe is shown to be lacking in 
wtiptural authority’’?. In the previous Adhikarana also, 
‘\unkardcadrya has discussed the same topic of Sankhya Pradhana. 
Il the same topic is discussed here too, then it amounts to repetition 
“the same thing again and again. 


1 BNK. L p. 350, 
wisa aig: ada ma SAR aa ga ERAAN IAA 
nud! Raada RaRa mda ma: @ a a adel a (IETEN) 
aaraa SRRA aR AA PTA: | 
1% BSB. Introduction to Adhyāya 2) SRK p. 333. 
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(5) Here, the Parvapaksin is arguing his case that Brahman cannot 
be the material cause of the world because of diversity of nature 
between cause and effect. Brahman being sentient, the world is 
found to be comprising both sentient and insentient things. To 
prove this nature of the world, he is supposed to be quoting Sruti, 
which speaks of Brahman as manifesting itself in two forms, 
intelligent and non-intelligent. The Sruti quoted to prove the 
nature of the world as comprising sentient and insentient things, 
also confirms Brahman as the cause of the world, which the 
Parvapaksin is trying to refute. It is true that in such dialectic 
works, the Siddhdntin always outwits the Piurvapaksin. But the 
Purvapaksin is not expected to be so simple as to quote such 
evidence, hostile to himself. 


(6) Moreover, the Siddhanta-view discussed with reference to the 
concepts of cause and effect, efficient cause and material cause 
etc., forms a part of Parina@mavada and it has little relevance in 
Vivartavada. V. S. Ghate observes': ‘‘It is to be noticed that this 
Adhikarana rests upon the doctrine of parindma and the instances 
quoted in commenting on sitra 6 by all including Sankara are 
such as lend support to parindma; and none implies the idea ol 
vivarta”’ 


Thus, the above interpretation of the sutra and the ensuing 
discussion are unconvincing. Therefore, Madhvacarya has taken 
a fresh view of the sätra in keeping with the continuity of thoughts 
from the preceding Adhikarana. The Sitrakdra has considered in 
the previous Adhikarana, two sets of scriptural texts. One comprises 
Srutis, and Smrtis which concur with Srutis and derive theit 
authority from them. The other set comprises Smrtis, which 
disagree with Srutis and have their own doctrines. The first set 
unanimously holds that Brahman is the source of creation etc. The 
Smrtis in the second set have their own independent doctrine. 
about the creation. All these doctrines in respect of the cause ol 


| VSG. p. 70. 
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the world, cannot be verified either by direct perception (pratyaksa) 
or by inference (anumdana). Such a doctrine has to be accepted 
on verbal testimony (Sabdapramdana) only and that evidence is 
as valid as the authoritativeness of the concerned person or text. 
In the previous Adhikarana, the Smrtis opposed to Srutis are held 
unauthoritative on the ground that even certain perceivable benefits 
promised by them are not always actually realizable. It is quite 
natural that the Parvapaksin can come up with the same argument 
against the Srutis and say that this is found in the case of Srutis 
also. E.g. the Sruti promises the rulership to one who performs 
the Wajapeya-sacrifice. Some one Vajapeyee may get it, but not 
everyone who performs that sacrifice. Therefore, the Purvapaksin 
holds that the Sruzis also may be unauthoritative. This contention 
is refuted in this Adhikarana, according to Madhvacarya. 


There are two demonstrative pronouns in the sūtra, whose 
proper referents have to be located in the previous Adhikarana. 
The term ‘asya’ (of his) refers to the set of Srutis and Smrtis 
luithful to them, according to Madhvacarya. The term ‘tathatvam’ 
meaning ‘being so’ or ‘being in that way’ refers to the invalidity 
ol the impugned Smrtis on account of their inability to produce 
the promised benefits without fail. The same term ‘tathdtvam’ is 
repeated to refer to the extraordinary status of Srutis (vailaksanyam) 
mentioned in the earlier part of the sutra. Thus, the interpretation 
al this sēra reads: 


WA ETEA ACRE A RA Teed ERRAT: 
nod arfa ARTET Ae: Rada aea Hid AAA 
mo qad a Rega aured a dRo TA, 
yfad 1! 


The Srutis and the Smrtis faithful to them, are not exposed 
to invalidity on account of miscarriage of promised results (if 
nny), because they have an extraordinary status, due to Srutis 


'oM BSB, 2-1-4, 
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being eternal without an author (superhuman) and having F 
intrinsic validity, and the Smrtis being faithful to the Srutis; 
and this distinct position is understood through verbal 
testimony. 


To prove the eternality of Sruti, Madhvacarya quotes! a mantra 
from Rgveda, which says, *‘O sage Virupa, indeed praise well that 
effulgent, omnipotent Paramatman with the eternal (Vedic) 
words’’. Once the Srutis are held eternal, there is no question of 
any composer or author for them and therefore they are held as 
superhuman. To uphold the intrinsic validity of Sruti, Madhvacarya 
quotes? a mantra from Bhdllaveya Sruti. lt says, *‘neither the 
organs of perception like the eye, the ear, nor the logic of inference, 
nor the texts composed by human beings can reveal This 
(Paramatman); indeed Vedas alone reveal Him’’. However, this 
attempt of the Sūtrakāra to prop the intrinsic validity of Sruti by 
such statements in Sruti itself is open to the charge of mutual 
dependence (anvonydasrava). That is, the Srutis and its statementn 
depend on each other for their validity. Hence, the intrinsic validity 
of Sruti is doubtful. The Siddhdntin refutes this charge. How? 


A statement is invalid if it cannot convey a cogent sense or 
conveys a false sense. Ultimately, the defect of such statements 
is due to the drawback of the person making the statements. But, 
Srutis are free from such drawbacks since they are ex hypothest 
without an author. Srutis form a body of words representing the 
collective wisdom floating down the ages and their validity ha 
axiomatic. If this intrinsic validity is not accepted, it leads to an 
infinite regression (anavasthiti )*. If the Sruti is to be cros 
checked with another text and its validity accepted only on Its 
agreement (samvada) with that text, then the validity of that teal 
also needs to be verified by checking it with a third text and w 


aH FAA ara Ae Mera Fey Aa GAL! (RV. 8-75-6). 
‘a ayd ott a dal a Gadel aed aa sft waa | (M. BSB. 2-1-4) 
Saad WAI) were ARA: | (M. BSB. 2-1-4). 


Ww NM 


[IS.2-1-dtu6] BRAHMAN IN BRAMHASUTRAS 263 


on. Therefore, the validity of Srutis is to be accepted without 
expecting their agreement with any other knowledge 
(samvadanirapeksa). Even the opponent here is not expressing 
disbelief in the validity of Vedas, but he is expressing a fear of 
undesirable conclusion (anistapatti) tor Vedas, that in case his 
Smrti is treated as invalid on account of its inability to produce 
the promised benefits without fail, then the Sruris also face the 
same risk on that count'. But there is no such problem. Once the 
validity of a Vedic statement is thus established as sui generis 
(of its own kind), cases of miscarriage of results can be satisfactorily 
accounted for, as due to some defect in the performer 
tkartrvaigunya) or to some insufficiency of the means employed 
(schakdrivaigunya) or the presence of powerful obstacles 
(pratibandha). Smrtis composed by individuals cannot claim 
such a privilege since they are neither eternal nor intrinsically 
valid. 


In order to dispel the lingering doubt in the mind that the 
perceivable benefits, promised in the Srutis may not be realizable 
nd the performer and the performance are being simply blamed 
lor the inability of the Srutis to yield the promised benefits, the 
next satra says: 


I go aà g wu (2-1-5) 


pAs RaRAATAR: eas: 2-1-2) Fa suas 
yea, LEEA 


Ihe word ‘re’ in the sutra implies the special cases of the deserving 
vws. The perceivable benefit referred to in BS. 2-1-2, promised 
in the Srufis and acquired by the eligible ones, is seen. (This 
vira is read after the next one, by Sankaracarya, Rimanujacarya 
and others). 
| ng peaa AÀ acweaq NAAA faa | 

i EP,2-1-4). 
' BNK. L p. 336. 
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Madhvacarya treats the following sūtra and the next one as 
forming a separate Adhikarana. As said earlier, a text is invalid 
if the statements therein fail to convey a cogent sense or they 
convey a false sense. In the previous Adhikarana, the Pūrvapaksin`s 
doubt about the validity of Srutis on account of miscarriages 
of promised results has been cleared. In this Adhikarana, 
the Sdtrakdra is considering another objection to the validity 
of Srutis on account of certain statements therein, which appear 
irrational and impossible. For example, there are sentences’ 
such as: ‘the earth spoke’, ‘the waters spoke’, ‘those waters saw’, 
‘that fire saw’, etc. And these are not figurative sentences either. 
People cannot swallow such statements where inanimate 
things are said to be doing activities expected of sentient beings. 
Cogency of such statements and thereby the validity of Srutis 
is suspected. The Sitrakadra refutes such a contention in the 
following sdtra. 


le amaaa RTPI I 


(2-1-6) 
Ga | aR ela Faery: aren: | GTA: SATA: | MATA ETA 


HATH SAY STATA HATA: el AT: | TTC AN 
ahmia: Jaaa Wa aT: a g Hera aca wana: 
UMASTAMAEY aeaa, Rd, aAA, | 

‘Tu’ is in the sense of ‘only’. ‘Visesa implies the special 
power that particularizes or distinguishes a presiding deity 
‘Anugati’ here means pervasion or permeation. In statements 
like ‘the earth spoke’ in Sruti, the sentient presiding delly 
(of the respective inanimate thing,) only is referred to (hy 
the terms ‘earth’ etc.) but not the inanimate thing, becaus 


| Ageia! (S.B. 6-2-3) WATASHI! (S.B. 6-1-3) UA BT WA (Chand. tp 
6-2-4) l aAA WAT | (Chand. Up. 6-2-3). 
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the deity with its own form pervades those inanimate objects 
under its control, and has the special capacity to remain 
invisible. 


The concept of presiding deities for clements like earth, is 
open to some doubts. Do the deities have form or not? If they 
do not have form, how can they perform intelligent activities 
without the organs of activity? Do the deities exist in a part of 
the respective elements or pervade them? If the deity exists in a 
part of the element and the remaining part can be without the 
deity, then the part where the deity exists, can also remain without 
the deity. If the deities have forms of their own, then why are they 
hot visible? 


The sūtra answers all these questions in the two terms 
‘anugateh’ and ‘visesdt’. It says that the deities have form and 
they pervade the respective elements and that they have special 
capacity to pervade the respective things with their forms and yet 
emain invisible. 


While discussing the sutra, ‘tadadhindtvadarthavat (BS. 
| 4-3)’ earlier, it is seen that a word can be applied to a thing 
‘person if, either the thing possesses the properties denoted by 
that word or the person has the overall control over the functioning 
o| said properties. Thus, for example, the word *mrd’ (clay) can 
he used to denote clay because it has clayness (mrttva) or to the 
pesiding deity of earth since that deity controls the clayness in 
ilay. Therefore, Madhvacirya holds in his Anuvyakhyana, another 
work on Brahmasitras, that ‘‘the terms like mrt, dpah etc. in 
ise contexts are to be understood as having been applied to the 
Abhimanidevatas directly and primarily (abhidhavrtti ) and not 
hy secondary significance (laksanavrtti )’’'. Hence, the statements 
like ‘nrdabravi?’ are not irrational and the validity of Sruti need 
wot he doubted on this point. 


© ANK. L p. 340. 
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Sankaracarya, Ramanujacarya and others have considered the 
same Sruti statements and drawn the same meaning from the 
sitra, but as an argument of Purvapaksin, in support of his view 
that the world is different in nature from Brahman. The 
interpretation is shown earlier as unconvincing. 


The Péarvapaksin still feels that' instead of inventing an 
incredible concept of presiding deities and then imagining a special 
power of remaining invisible ascribed to them, it is better to 
accept the invalidity of Sruris, as it is simple. That concept cannot 
be authenticated by Srutis, since their authoritativeness itself is 
in dispute. To dispel such an apprehension, the next sūtra says: 


l %@ tad FT DI (2-1-7) 
aM aAa awed Aer: ead FI 


The power of those presiding deities are perceptible to the 
great sages’. The Sdtrakdra avers that the concept of 
Abhimanidevatds is not just an imagination for the sake of argument 
but a fact corroborated by the experience of the great sages. 


4 See | 
eel Wa WTA FU (2-1-8) 


The term asat in the sūtra is the antonym of sat. Sat is the 
present participle of the root as, to be, to exist, formed by suffixiny 
‘at’ (satr to as. Thus, sat means being, existing or existent, 
and asat means not existing or non-existent. Although the words 
Sat and asat are present-participles qualifying some noun, in 
Vedic literature, they are sometimes understood as abstract nouns 
meaning existence (bhava) and non-existence (abhdval 


1 aq Sa amima, art a farearmedaeqad. at gaa 
BMA! AW Ada cies: aca feet! (TP. 2-1-7). 
2 M. BSB. 2-1-7. 


3 BS: VERTU | (Panini 3-2-124). 
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respectively’. Thus, with reference to the creation of a thing, the 
term asat denotes both the antecedent negation (pragabhdva) and 
the non-existent (abhavapratiyogi Y. 


This sétra has been interpreted differently by different 
commentators in keeping with their own doctrines and the sūtra 
is laconic enough to permit such varying interpretations. 


According to Sankaracarya, the sūtra says: ‘‘if it be said that 
the effect is non-existent before its origination, it is not so, because 
it is a mere negation (without any object to be negated)”. His 
Pirvapaksin argues’ that if the intelligent Brahman is the cause 
of the unintelligent world, then there arises a contingency that the 
effect (i.e. world) was non-existent (asat) before its creation. This 
poes against the doctrine of Satkdryavada, which holds that the 
vffect preexists in its cause. The sutra refutes this contingency 
since it is a mere negation where there is nothing to be negated. 
Sankaracarya then advocates his doctrine of Vivartavada. He 
wiys"; this negation cannot negate the existence of the effect 
hefore its origination, because just as the effect exists even now 
in the form of the cause itself; similarly it is understood to have 
been existing before its origination. What he is driving at is that 
whether before the appearance of the world or after it, what really 
"ists is Brahman and the world is just a phenomenal appearance 
superimposed on the ever-existing Brahman. Therefore, when 
there is no creation of the world as such, where is the question 
negating its existence prior to its creation? 


The objection assumed by Ramanujacarya is similar to that 
Sankaracarya. The objection is that ‘‘if Brahman, the cause, 


| nat ag FAR wa ay eA waa: | (TDK. 2-1-8). 
WA HARE: MRAR: MAART | (TDK. 2-1-8). 

ooi Jad ae A erica anon, wea wade ae weadita sata 
wie aq Gea acada: g R Aa Ae ate: ; RA R aq; area sherds 
uana | (S. BSB. 2-1-7). 

1 a fe ard IA: ope: aed aricg A A ae? Aa aÀ x 


nif FROM Ad TA META ee Ad | (S. BSB. 2-1-7). 
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is different from the world, the effect, then because the cause and 
effect are different substances, it would mean that the effect does 
not exist in the cause and therefore there arises a contingency that 
the world originates from the prior non-existence (asat)’’'. The 
siitra says that it is not so. But the second half of the sūtra 
‘pratisedhamatratvat’, which is the reason offered for refuting 
the objection, has been interpreted differently by Ramanujacarya. 
He says that’, in the previous sitra it has only been stated that 
there is no hard and fast rule that cause and effect should always 
be of the same characteristics: but it has not been said that the 
effect is altogether a different substance from its cause’. What he 
holds is that Brahman modifies itself to become the world and 
evenif there is difference between the characteristics of Brahman 
and those of the world, there is identity of substance between the 
two as it is in the case of gold and gold-ornaments’. 


According to Madhvacarya, the exposition of this sdtra is as 
follows: 


AA STERIL, Fel da Raamaa, sted: CHET: TW 
SEB C IMC EO IG GIFICL INCE 


If it be said that the antecedent non-existence of the worl 
(jagatpragabhava) is the cause of the world, it is not so, because 
the term ‘non-existence (asat)’ is a pure negation having u 
referent in the mind only like that of a rabbit’s horn, (but 
having no positive entity to refer to). 


In the first Adhyaya of these Brahmasiitras, the enquiry intu 
the nature and attributes of Brahman starts with the definition uf 
Brahman as the source of creation etc. (BS. 1-1-2). Thus, the 


| aig aipa: eon ae Peat aft EARRA at al n 
Raa. xf aaa: Wa WA: Icha: TTA se Ja ada | (Sribhasya 2-1-1 

2 ated: aeaa fe daa ata. a g ag, aiden 
RAR (Sribhasyu 2-1-7). 

3 BNK. L p. 348. 


4 aft À geskud AA ARA YAI (Śrībhāsya 2-1-7). 
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discussion is based on the hypothesis that Brahman is the cause 
of the world. Here, the Parvapaksin questions the very basis of 
this hypothesis. He quotes Sruti itself, which says that! ‘‘non- 
existence alone was there in the beginning, one only without a 
second; from that non-existence originates existence’’. Rgveda 
also corroborates the same view’. Therefore, he contends that 
non-existence can be the cause of the world and the hypothesis 
that Brahman is the cause of the world is doubtful. The sutra 
icfutes this contention saying that the non-existence (asat ) cannot 
be the cause of the world since it is a pure negation having no 
vorporeal positive entity as its referent. But the Sruti statements 
ute valid conclusions and cannot be refuted. Brahmasitras are 
also irrefutable valid conclusions based on Sruti only. This apparent 
vontradiction between the Sruti and the sūtra will vanish if we 
understand what both mean by the term ‘cause’. 


‘Cause’ (kdrana) of an effect is a broad general term having 
various meanings. Bhagavadgitd enumerates five varieties, namely 
ihe location, the agent, the instruments, various efforts and the 
uipernatural element’. Naiydyikas define‘ the cause as ‘that which 
invariably precedes the effect’. For example, for making an earthen 
lw (effect), the potter, the clay, the wheel, the stick etc. are 
wvariably required and they are all considered as the cause for 
ihe proposed effect (jar). The potter is called as the efficient cause 
(kurta), the clay as the material cause (upada@nakdranam) and the 
wheel, the stick etc. are known as the instruments (kKaranam). All 
ihese various causes have an invariable concomitance (vyapti ) 
with the effect. In addition, the antecedent non-existence 
\pravabhava) of the jar also has an invariable concomitance with 
the clfect (jar). In simple words, it means that if the jar exists 


| Wied gaa ald, Teale Teed: AeA | (Chand. Up. 6-2-1). 
Was AAA | (RV. 10-72-2). 
“Naa Real BRON aN A) ates Fated ins feed ade are 
Mt Bat RO a Garay fared gaeder ed Ba GALI (BG, 18-13.14). 
1 wifrragqfa EROTA (Tarka. 38). 
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already then there is no question of making it. So the non-existence 
of the jar is also a necessity for making the jar. In fact, the effect 
is defined' as the counter-entity (pratiyogin) of antecedent negation 
(pragabhdva). Therefore, the antecedent negation can also claim 
to be one of the causes of the jar (effect). 


Thus, from the Sruti statement ‘asatah sadajayata’ if one 
claims that asat is the cause of the world, he can do so only to 
the extent of saying that the antecedent non-existence of the world 
has an invariable concomitance with the creation of the world. 
In other words, it means that the world has a beginning and is 
not eternal. On the other hand, Brahmasutras hold Brahman as 
the cause of the world in the sense of efficient cause (kartā) and 
hence it does not conflict with the Sruti statement ‘asatah 
Sadajayata’. 


Madhvacarya’s interpretation of the sūtra as ‘asal 
(jagatkaranam) iti cet na pratisedhamatratvat’ with just one 
imported word, is simple, straight forward and shows a direct 
connection between the assertion (pratijfd) and the reason (hetu)’ 


If the Purvapaksin still insists that the non-existent things like 
rabbit’s horn may not be found capable of producing anything, 
but the antecedent non-existence of the world (visvapragabhava) 
could be of a different type and therefore may be held capable 
of originating the world on the backing of the Sruti, then the next 
sutra addresses that doubt. 


ll go aAA dA, go (2-1-9) 
aA sed agaaga sraaacaweRia, ARANAN 
MARRA | 


Attribution of creativity to non-existence is unreasonable 
because in that case there would be the undesirable contingency 


| ad mea | (Tarka, 39). 
2 BNK. I. p. 351. 
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of everything reducing to complete non-existence at the 
time of dissolution (pralaya). The general axiom is that: on 
destruction, an effect merges into its cause. Therefore, if one 
holds that non-existence is the cause of the world, then at the time 
of dissolution, everything in the world should reduce to 
non-existence. Then nothing would remain, not even Brahman, 
Jivas, Time etc. The stra holds this consequence as improper. 
The term ‘apitau’, i.e. at the time of dissolution, indicates that 
the concept of pralaya presupposes the existence of Time’. 


Sankaracarya and Rāmānujācārya treat this entire sūtra as an 
objection raised by the Pairvapaksin. Sankaracarya interprets the 
titra thus: Because at the time of the dissolution, Brahman will 
he of the same nature as the world, i.e. when the effect becomes 
one with the cause, Brahman will be polluted by the impurities 
ol the effect, the doctrine of causality of Brahman is inadequate’. 
Rimanujacarya also interprets on similar lines. This interpretation 
is far from convincing, because? there is no possibility of Brahman 
becoming polluted by the imperfections of the effects at the time 
ol dissolution since the distinctive properties of the effects are 
completely destroyed when the effects are destroyed’. 


If the Parvapaksin holds that it is not undesirable if nothing 
wimains at the time of dissolution, the next satra clarifies. 


l a gq Celera, # (2-1-10) 


Tea Ba wedded ARAARA, AGA IAA | wa 
Wil agea FcAgade 1S AGA Hea decades aia, TEA ele 
Brad deal Gerard TeN Tad AACA | 


| Gel Soa Hel ARA BOSH aA aa, a FATA! (BNK. 1. p. 344). 

‘SRK. p. 339, 

1 waa ment: aramid aan eq: HF a ANAN | ara 1 areata 
AMAT eR AVA AMT: AATA: (TC. IM. p. 21), 

V BNK. L p. 352. 

> VML. 2-1-10. 
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‘Tu’ is used as an emphatic particle. Here, the term ‘drstanta’ 
(example) is used in the sense of the inference drawn on the basis 
of the invariable concomitance (vyapti) ascertained from the 
example. The words ‘apitau’ and ‘iadvativam’ are continued. 
Thus, the särra says that ‘‘it is not proper to expect that nothing 
positive survives at the time of dissolution because there are 
examples to infer the existence of positive things at that time”. 
The creation of the world under dispute, depends on existing 
entities, because it is a creation like that of an earthen jar. The 
dissolution is expected to leave a residue since it is a destruction 
like that of an earthen pot’. 


In keeping with his interpretation of the previous sdatra, 
Śaħkarācārya holds this stra as telling that ‘‘it is not unreasonable 
to take Brahman as the cause of the world, since there are examples 
to show that the effects do not pollute the causes when they 
(effects) merge into their causes’’. Pots made of clay do not 
transfer their characteristics to clay into which they may be reduced. 
Gold ornaments do not transfer their features to the gold into 
which they are melted. However, such examples, showing 
difference of characteristics between cause and effect, like 
scorpions produced from cowdung, quoted in an earlier satra 
(drsyate tu) imply that the characteristics of the effect, scorpion, 
are not to be found in the cause, cowdung. Thus, this interpretation 
renders the sūtra as a repetition of a point already dealt with’. 
Ramanuyjacarya’s interpretation also is on similar lines, that the 
imperfections of the world do not affect Brahman and that one 
substance can exist in the two states, cause and effect, haviny 
different qualities in the two states. 


It is undesirable to expect that nothing remains at the time 
of dissolution because there is no proof also to that effect. The 
next sutra elucidates the point. 


| Rimai scahacae weteahaa | rat ara: Gave avatar AeA A 
(TDK. 2-1-10). 
2 sA Prenat mia ceed eI ea ferrets igarra aI 
ATMA Cede Tee GA TAS! (TC. MI. p. 21). 
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Il go ATE Zo (2-1-11) 

yea aaiae, gA, sd A Grad CAVA aaa eread- 
q| 

It is not proper to expect that nothing positive survives 

at the time of dissolution, also because that contention 


has the shortcoming of having no examples to infer the 
same. 


Śaħkarācārya and Rāmānujācārya have taken a different view 
of this sétra. According to them, the defects in the Vedanta view 
regarding creation, alleged by the Sa@ikhya, are found in their 
view also. 


If one contends that it is not proper to reason out the 
survival of some positive existence and denying the reasonability 
wf non-existence at the time of dissolution, both on the strength 
ut inference, the next sutra addresses that point. 


Maag, fa Aq a, wanle wa aft aF areata 
TISICECS- Ea 


If it be said that it is possible to infer otherwise, i.e. 
vontrary to what is concluded in the previous two sitras, as 
antecedent negation is the cause of creation, because reasoning 
tm the strength of which it was refuted) can be unsettled and 
hence unreliable, it is not so. In that case, i.e. if the unreliability 
ol reasoning is accepted (universally), there will arise a 
smulingency of negation of liberation. 


1 VKM. 2-1-12. 
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This sétra in fact refers to an important general principle 
understood and accepted by all commentators and other Vedantins, 
regarding the validity and reliability of reasoning as an instrument 
of knowledge. In case of a reasoning, sometimes there could be 
a counter reasoning. Therefore, mere reasoning is not dependable. 
But one cannot contend that every inference has a counter- 
inference. Hence every reasoning need not be condemned. 
Reasoning is one of the three means of knowledge, accepted by 
Vedanta, namely perception (pratyaksa), inference (anumdna) 
and traditional scriptures (agama). Sankaricairya quotes Manu! 
who says that ‘‘one who is desirous of understanding dharma 
should know well perception, inference and dgama’’. If so, there 
should be some criterion to decide which reasoning is reliable and 
which is not. Such an agreed criterion is that’ a reasoning be 
accepted totally, only if it is supported by sound evidence of 
pratyaksa or Agama. 


Even though all commentators have accepted this rule at the 
back of this sātra, they have taken this sūtra in different light, 
in keeping with their interpretations of the previous sutras. 
Sankaracarya takes this as one sūtra and treats it as an additional 
support to his conclusion in a previous sutra (drsyate tu). He 
interprets it as follows: And hence, in matters, which can be 
understood only through Sruri, one should not rely only on 
reasoning, because reasonings unsupported by Sruti and resting 
only on individual guesswork are unreliable. If one holds that 
rejecting defective reasoning, faultless reasoning can be accepted, 
(we say that) even this way reasoning cannot be absolved of its 
unreliability. Therefore, with the help of Sruti, it is established 
that the sentient Brahman is both the efficient and material cause 
of the world’. In effect, Sankaracarya has interpreted the sūtra in 


1 AA saad a ara a fafa aa glafed aed gema 


(S. BSB.2-1-11). 

2 aÀ acts maa IARAA! (M. BSB. 2-1-12). 

3 gaa ATÀ À A aan ITEE, TETA, PR m 
faga: cet: anaba: wafed 1------ R Raa: qe: grau. 


anaana 
----- eit Aa aÀ ANAR: T: amda gR I 
AG ma: mo paa ga RATA (S. BSB. 2-1-11). 
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two parts. In the first part, he brings in a predicate to suit the 
probans ‘tarkāpratisthānātť . Based on this, the Pérvapaksin comes 
up with an alternative, in the second half, which the sutra refutes 
saying that he (the Pérvapaksin) cannot get away with that. 
Ramanujacarya has assumed two separate sutras. The first one, 
‘tarkapratisthanddapi ’ is interpreted as follows'. On account of 
logical reasoning not having a firm basis also, the doctrine of 
Brahman being the cause (of the world), being based upon the 
Sruti, is alone to be resorted to, not the doctrine about the Pradhana 
being the cause. The remaining portion has been interpreted as 
another sdtra in the following way’. If it be argued (that the 
matter) should be inferred otherwise, (the answer is) even then 
there would be the undesirable contingency viz. absence of freedom 
(from the same blemish). 


Compared to these complex interpretations, that of 
Madhvacarya is cogent and in keeping with the flow of thoughts 
from the preceding sutras. Here, the Paérvapaksin argues that in 
the preceding two sutras, the survival of something positive and 
denial of non-existence alone at the time of dissolution have been 
established on the strength of reasoning, but they cannot be accepted 
because reasoning is not reliable and a counter-inference is also 
possible. The Siddhantin assumes that the Parvapaksin also 
believes that the purpose of studying Veddnta is to achieve final 
emancipation (moksa). Therefore, he contends that if reasoning 
is to be universally rejected as unreliable and the controversial 
things are to be decided on the evidence of Ggama (traditional 
scriptures) alone, then there will arise the undesirable contingency 
of negation of emancipation’. In effect, the stra holds that‘ 
inferences would be inconclusive only in the absence of supporting 
vvidences of perception or Ggama, but not universally. 


1 Sribhdsya- RDK. 2-1-11. 

t Sribhadsya- RDK 2-1-12. 

\ fasfaga a anf eeni daana aadA aA ANTISERA 
(TDK. 2-1-12). 

1 BNK. L p. 346. 
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Even after accepting that the antecedent negation (prdgabhdava) 
is not the cause of the world since it is a pure negation, (as 
established in this Adhikarana), there still remains a doubt that 
Jiva, who is not a pure negation, could be the cause of creation 
or the world could have come up automatically without any cause 
just like the collapsing of river banks. The next sétra clears such 
doubts. 


The remaining theories, other than the causality of 
antecedent non-existence just refuted, which are not 
countenanced by and are opposed to Vedas, like the causality 
of individual soul (Jiva), insentient matter (Pradhana or 
Prakrti ), void (Siinya), time (kala), nature (svabhdva) etc. are 
also explained i.e. stand refuted by this argument of availability 
of evidence to infer the causality of an existent positive entity 
and non-availability of evidence to infer the causality of Jiva 
etc. The word ‘sista’ in the sūtra is understood as ‘the 
remaining’. 


There are some doctrines, which advocate that Jivas etc. are 
the cause of creation and they dre not all pure negations. These 
theories have some support from Sruti too. Madhvacarya quotes 
a number of Śruti statements, which apparently support these 
views. Sverasvatara Upanisad makes' a mention of many such 
views which hold the time, nature, destiny, chance (accident), the 
five elements, insentient matter (Prakrti ) and soul (Purusa) as 
the cause of creation and later refutes their claim. The satra 


` AnA t na AN 


| Ste: Saray aea yeni aia: gee git Paecat: 1 (Sveta. Up. 1-2). 
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refutes all such views by extending the argument made in the 
earlier sātra (2-1-11) that there are no examples to infer such 
views. The Siddhantin holds that all such words like Jiva, kala, 
svabhava etc. used in ruti statements referred to above, primarily 
convey Brahman only, based on the teaching of Aitareya Aranyaka. 
This has been made amply clear in the first Adhyaya. 


This stra appears to have a sense of concluding some topic 
and yet Sankaracarya and Ramanujacarya treat this sūtra as a 
separate adhikarana. They read the words ‘Sistah aparigrahah’ 
in the above siitra, as a compound ‘sistaparigrahah’ . Sankaracarya 
takes the word ‘sista’ in the sūtra to mean ‘the wise, educated. 
cminent, competent etc.’ He holds! that pradhdna-kdranavdda 
(the theory of the Savikhya) is nearest to Vedanta philosophy, is 
endowed with powerful logic and has been accepted to some 
extent by some competent Vedantins. He? interprets the sūtra as 
follows: ‘‘By this refutation of pradhanakdaranavada (the theory 
of the Sdnkhya), the (other) theories such as the atomic theory 
of causation (of the Vaisesikas) which have not been accepted in 
any aspect by the competent authorities like Manu and Vyasa, 
also stand refuted’. 


The interpretation of Rāmānujācārya is also on similar line, 
that *‘by this the remaining (systems) not accepted (by the Vedas) 
also have been explained away” 


But, this line of interpretation is not considered as convincing 
lor the following reasons: Vedanta holds Brahman, the Supreme 
Being, as the Author of the world. The Saikhya doctrine believes 
neither in the existence of Brahman nor in Brahman’s authorship 
uf the world. The other Vedic doctrines like Vaisesika, Nydya etc. 


| aR akae qaaa menaa, peana aca, Taa nei 
qirda, 


d akaa: a ait Aea aren: erga: | (S. BSB. 2-1-12). 
1 BNK. L p. 354. 
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at least believe in the existence of Brahman. Then, how can a 
competent authority like Vyasa, who composed Brahmasiitras 
forming a recognized manual of Vedanta and who initiated an 
enquiry into Brahman through these Brahmasatras defining 
Brahman as the creator etc. of the world, be expected to consider 
the Sankhya doctrine as nearer to Vedanta than the other Vedic 
doctrines?'. Moreover, the closing säātra of the first Adhydya, 
‘etena sarve vyadkhyatah vyakhyatah’ has been interpreted by 
Sankaracarya in a similar way. Therefore, Sankaracarya’s 
interpretation of this sétra 2-1-13 renders it a repetition’. 


5 ATCT | 


This Adhikarana comprises only one sūtra, shown below, 
and it has been interpreted by each commentator in his own way. 


Ul do Apa eT Carel had ge I (2-1-14) 


The word bhoktr in the sétra means the enjoyer i.e. the 
transmigrating individual soul (Jivatman). The term Gpatti can be 
taken in two senses, one as obtaining, getting, attainment, and the 
other as a calamity, an undesirable occurrence (anistaprasarngah). 
The term avibhdaga signifies no distinction, non-difference, identity. 


Sankaracarya takes the meaning of the word dpatti as an 
undesirable consequence and interprets the sätra as follows: If 
someone objects that it is not proper to accept Brahman’s material 
causality of the world (as established in the previous Adhikarana) 
because in that case there will result an undesirable contingency 
of non-difference between the enjoying self and the inanimate 
objects of enjoyment, he may be replied that the distinction can 
exist as is seen in ordinary experience’. The objection assumed 


| fatereiecaerett aaraafiarearerr oa daa: re: olaan 
aaora AATRE | (TC. I. p. 22). 

2 uaa ad ae scoala AEA AA JAER: 1 (TC. L p. 22). 

3 Maa MERT, TAH, Te Sere A ee 
a Set Word Fag Aeda, sa l (S. BSB. 2-1-13) 
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here is that if Brahman is taken as the efficient and material cause 
of the world and if the world were non-different from Brahman, 
then the distinction between the enjoyers and the objects of 
enjoyment would be nullified. According to Sankaricarya the 
sūtra refutes this contention and says that the distinction may 
exist as seen in mundane experience. Sankaracdrya gives the 
illustration of the waves, foam and bubbles which are not different 
from sea-water and yet exist in a state of mutual difference for 
some time. 


This interpretation is far from convincing for the following 
reasons!: Firstly, the Piurvapaksin’s argument that there will be 
no distinction between the enjoyer and the enjoyed, since both 
ure the effects of a common material cause Brahman, is not 
sustainable. Since we see difference between bracelets and crowns 
made from a nugget of gold, there can be a distinction between 
the effects of Brahman. The Siddhanta is also not tenable. In 
Vivurtavada, the examples of foam and waves do not hold good. 
he foam and waves are made of different particles of sea-water, 
but the partless Brahman is said to be the material cause of the 
world’, 


V. S. Ghate criticizes the interpretation of Sankaricarya. 
Ile says: ‘‘the question of the difference or non-difference 
lwtween bhoktr and bhogya seems to be rather out of place.... 
Also the illustration of the wave and ripple and the sea does 
not quite fit with the bhoktr, the bhogya and the Brahman, for 
the relation between bhoktr and bhogya cannot bear comparison 
with that between a wave and a ripple or that between a bracelet 
wid an ear-ring. And how is it conceivable that one who held 
i doctrine of absolute monism should devote a separate 
\dhikarana to the establishing of the difference between bhoktr 
and bhogya?’’ (VSG. p.72). 


viaa Epraim 
iaa | aea Aa: aan: Ra Aare: | 
taada Aaaa ARa aana | (TC. I. p. 27). 

| BNK. L p. 362. 
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Ramanujacarya also criticizes! the above interpretation by 
Sankaracarya. Raising the doubt about non-difference between 
the enjoyer and the enjoyed, the s#tra is interpreted as asserting 
the difference with the help of the examples of the ocean, foam 
and waves. It is not proper, because such an objection and refutation 
are inconsistent for those who admit the creation by Brahman 
possessed of the limiting adjunct avidya with its power implied 
within (i.e. Vivartavada). Brahman covered by the limiting adjunct 
avidyd being the enjoyer and the limiting adjunct being the enjoyed, 
the contingency of the two different from each other, attaining 
to mutual natures is, indeed, not possible. 


According to Ramanujacarya the sētra tells that, ‘‘if it be said 
that from Brahman becoming an enjoyer since he is embodied, 
there will be no distinction between Brahman and Jiva, (we say, 
such distinction) may exist as is experienced commonly in the 
world’**, Rimanujacarya takes the word āpattih to mean getting 
the status. His contention is that, being subject to pleasure and 
pain does not depend merely on possessing a body, but it depends 
on good and evil deeds (karman) performed by the embodied 
being. Not being connected with karma, Brahman does not 
experience pleasure and pain. For the worldly experience (lokavat), 
Ramanujacarya quotes the example of a king and his subjects 
Though both are embodied, yet the experience of reward n 
punishment for complying with or transgressing the king’s orders 
respectively, is for the subjects, but not for the king. 


This interpretation also is not quite convincing because whilt 
explaining an earlier sūtra (1-2-8)‘sambhogapraptiriti cenna 
vaiSesyat’, for a similar objection, Ramanujacarya has given thw 


1 Waianae WahaaReerda faamaga yy 
SMEAR | agga aaia aaa Aaaa: Aiearqarsan 
aR [eseese Ramga Aaa, sada AN 
Resme: merenan a ha I (Sribhisya - RDK 2-1-14). 
2 m: aAa aea AA: aa: À a erate A Ad, e, 
Shad! (Sribhasya - SV 2-1-14). 
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sume reply'. The reply given is that it is not the mere dwelling 
in a body that is the cause of experiencing pleasure and pain but 
the subjection to Karman, good and evil’. That is not possible for 
the Supreme Being, who is free from evil. If the same explanation 
is accepted here also, it would amount to repetition. 


Moreover, in both the expositions referred to above, there are 
a number of new words brought in the stra (adhyahara)’. 


Madhvacarya has taken an altogether different view. He takes 
the word dpattih in the sense of attainment. The exposition of the 
sutra, in his view, is as follows. 


Hag: iaa A: Alt aA: Tarrardifa acqurda 
(AIT: Aa sa Fda, ld Shad! Ta als SMa 
hau, Jah sarea Aha: TM a ated NN: | 


If it be said that there is no distinction between Jiva and 
rahman, because the transmigrating soul (bkoktr) attains 
Brahmanhood (Brahmatva), in the released state (moksa), as 
the Sruti talks of their becoming one, (the Sitrakara says) it 
i not so; it is the oneness of co-existence as seen in ordinary 
experience when water is mixed with water. The word ‘na’ is 
supplied to complete the construction. 


The topic under discussion here is the one raised by the two 
mantras in Mundakopanisad. They say that, "the fifteen parts 
\rdna, Sraddha, Akdsa etc.)and the presiding deities (that make 
the body of a Jiva) enter their corresponding elements and deities, 


1 WT: TET: AARAA PAETE | (TC. IIL. p. 28). 
4 fe madia geen tg: a a PANERA aq 
META: Cea a af) (Sribhasya - RDK 1-2-8). 

‘NK. L p. 364 

I VKM. 2-1-14. 

voak: gat: qa Ra a aa Raag 1 Hale fags ae RSA 
ud qamaRa n JA aa: EIA: agqegsed nesia amed fears 
e faa ameg faye: eN yed RAAI (Mund. UP. 3-2-7,8). 
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the Jiva and his deeds all become one with the Highest Imperishable 
Brahman. As the flowing rivers disappear in the ocean losing 
their names and forms, so the wise man free from his names and 
forms goes unto the Divine Supreme Being". 


These mantras apparently indicate that the Jiva in the released 
state, attains Brahmanhood. The Purvapaksin here argues, 
according to Madhvacarya, that in that case, even during the 
transmigrating state, the Jiva should be non-different from 
Brahman, because two things of different characteristics will 
never become one’. And there is no dearth of people who advocate 
that Jrva is Brahman only but not anything else, even while 
transmigrating. Therefore, the Purvapaksin contends that since 
the transmigrating soul is known to be not the author of the world, 
Brahman, which is identical with it cannot also be the author of 
the world’. 


This sūtra, as interpreted by Madhvacarya, refutes such a 
contention. Just as in worldly experience when water is mixed 
with another water and is said to have become one with the 
other. there still exists an internal difference between the two, 
and the same thing should be understood here also’ when the 
Sruti talks of oneness (ekibhdva) between Jiva and Brahman. This 
is oneness of co-existence (sthGnaikya) as seen in the cases ot 
cows returning to their shed and the birds coming back to thei 
nests’. In order to make this point clear and to explore the mind 
of Badaradyanavydsa as to what could be at the back of his mind 
while composing this sutra, Madhvacarya quotes two verscs’ 


1 TA Gag dar af Gaaeq aa a R Pre aaa aa ga ge 

(TP. 2-1-14). 

BNK. I. p 356. 

3 WY OM Wah aee Taha ait areal ata wa Gt wag aarti 
(M. BSB. 2-1-14). 

4 BNK. I. p. 358. 

5 a aU Goal Raa Ni a 
wà f stats age qemeaar | ASÀ areal vata careers 
IR hed | (M. BSB.2-1-14). 


i) 
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from Skandapurdna, The verses tell that, “when water is poured 
into water, the two do not become one, but form a mixture, 
because an increase in volume is seen; similarly the Jiva, even 
when it attains oneness with Brahman, it does not become 
Brahman and does not get Brahman’s special characteristics 
like independence’. 


Thus, with minimum importation (adhyahara) of words and 
with the logical and contextual propriety, Madhvacarya’s 
interpretation sounds quite convincing. 


~ 


6 ARTO | 
Ho AAAA NARA: Bo il (2-1-15) 


This Adhikarana also has been interpreted by different 
commentators differently. 


According to Sankaracarya this sitra tells that', *‘the effect, 
the world, is in reality non-different from the cause, Brahman; 
this is to be understood; how? from the words like d@rambhana 
(beginning) and others”? 


The topic under discussion here assumed by Sankaracarya is 
a mantra from Chandogyopanisad which tells that, "my dear, just 
as through a single clod of clay, all that is made of clay would 
hecome known, for all modification is but a name arising from 
speech while the truth is that it is just clay?." Sankaracarya says 
that’, these modifications or effects are only names and they exist 
through speech only while in reality there exists no such thing 
us modification. 


| aaa aries g Id, HMO wt Al, ASM, SON, Wada: 
A STH Wl: ATT STITT | Ha? AANA: | 


(S.BSB. 2-1-14). 

> aa Aa wea geama ad Arad faeraxea araet ant apd Aira 
fad AML! (Chand. Up. 6-1-4). 

1 aR Gt Pay ated 1------ a g agra fart ar màng èa | 


(S. BSB. 2-1-14). 
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This position of Vivartavdda has already been explained by 
Sankaracarya earlier in Prakrtyadhikarana (BS 1-4-24), with the 
same example. Its discussion here again will amount to repetition!. 
Moreover, it appears odd that the Satrakdra establishes difference 
between the enjoyer and the enjoyed, according to Sankardcarya, 
in the just concluded Adhikarana and immediately he shifts his 
stand here to non-difference between the world and Brahman’ 
Here, from the word ‘Grambhana’ in the sūtra we have to perceive 
the word ‘vacaGrambhana’ used in a Chandogya mantra and from 
that word we have to understand the purport of that mantra and 
use it as a probans in this sitra. It looks like a two-stage secondary 
signification (laksitalaksana), a far-fetched conclusion. Compared 
to this, a Sruti mantra having the word drambhana used in it, if 
any, would have a better claim for consideration here. 


Further, the example of clay and its products does not 
convincingly drive home the doctrine of Vivartavada. The main 
plank of Vivartavdda is that the world is a phenomenal appearance 
superimposed on Brahman, just as a snake is seen in place of a 
rope. But the pots are not superimposed on clay since they do nol 
vanish even after knowing that they are made of clay?. Further, 
the understanding of the Chandogya mantra in the manner thu 
by knowing a single clod of clay, all that is made of clay woul 
become known, is also not rational’. For example, a metallurgisi 
knowing all about steel cannot be expected to know about thr 
various complicated machinery made of steel. Hence, 
Sankaracirya’s interpretation of this Adhikarana Sūtra cannot bw 
said to be convincing. 


In his lengthy commentary on this sutra, Ramanujacarya 
criticizes the concept of avidyd (ignorance) and mdyé (illusioni 


| FPO FARA! (TC. Ill p. 33). 

2 qh ùd: wa g alert: fags: (TC. I p. 33). 

3 aaa eiaa GH Ta ARTA ags À era | 
(TC. M, p. 32) 

4 ag aAa | Aewereeeraaqd4 | (TC. I. p. 31) 
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advocated by Sankaracarya. He also interprets the sdtra on the 
same lines as followed by Sankaracarya with the same example 
ol Chandogya mantra (6-1-4). But his interpretation of that 
t'händogya mantra is quite laborious, complicated and different 
Irom that of Sankaracarya. The sūtra says, according to 
Ramäānujācārya that', ‘‘the non-difference of the world from that 
rahman is known from texts beginning with the word 
wrambhana”’. He assumes the Vaisesika (atomist) view? as the 
Purvapaksa, which contends that it is not possible for the effect 
to be non-different from the cause, because various differences 
(ike time, shape, number, utility, idea conveyed, nomenclature, 
wte.) are perceived. This sëtra is supposed to refute this contention. 
I his conclusion is based on the purport of the Chandogya mantra 
it- 1-4), which is suggested by the word drambhana in the sutra. 
Rtamānujācārya treats the term Grambhanam in the mantra as a 
wparate word and not as the second member of the compound 
word vaécdrambhanam as done by Sankaracarya. Further, the term 
drdambhana is treated as a variant of dlambhana and is taken to 
mean “being touched’?, The gist of Ramanujacarya’s interpretation 
wl the Cha@ndogya mantra is that all modifications of clay in the 
lorm of particular configurations such as a pot and their names 
we touched by speech, for bringing about appropriate transactions 
(stich as fetching water) and that, therefore, it is only the substance 
ituy” that receives the new configuration and the new name of 
pot’ for the sake of purposeful activity*. Therefore the world, 
which is the effect of Brahman, for the sake of purposeful activity, 
is non-different from it. 


Even this farfetched explanation taking many liberties with 
ihe wording of the Sruti, can not be said to be convincing, and 


| Sribhdsya - sv 2-1-15 
BOTT: WE! AW RON A aa thrale | aeaa 
(Suibhdsya 2-1-15). 

+ UNF TTS TERT afl AEH FIT STH (TM AM eA | 
a safer a 1 (Sribhdsya 2-1-15). 

1 ORNK. L. p. 378 
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it is doubtful, if on the analogy of clay and its configurations we 
can regurd the world of matter as a physical configuration of 
Brahman, 


Madhvacarya has taken a fresh look at the s#tra and come 
out of the groove of connecting this satra with the Chandogya 
mantra, on the strength of the word drambhana in the sūtra. The 
scope of Sastra is not limited to the Upanisads only, but extends 
to the four Vedas, the epics and the Purdnas even according to 
Sankaracarya. Therefore Madhvacarya takes as the Visayavakya 
of this sūtra, a mantra from Rgveda, which says’, "what could 
have been the base, the means, what was it and how was it, with 
which the Creator of the world created this earth and heaven and 
the One who can see with all his limbs covered this earth and 
heaven (during dissolution)?” The word arambhana is to be 
interpreted to mean the material or the means (with which any 
thing is made) and the word is to be understood to represent the 
whole class of things like the place to stand (adhisthana) etc. 
instrumental in creation, by implication of the analogous 
(upalaksana)’. 


The Piarvapaksin contends here that the creation of an earthen 
pot depends on the accessories like clay etc. which, are independent 
of the potter and without them the creation is not possible; similarly 
the creatorship of Brahman should also be dependent on 
independent accessories and therefore Brahman can not be accepted 
as the One Independent Cause of creation and Author of all‘. 


The sūtra refutes such a contention. The exposition of the 
sūtra would be as follows : 


1 BNK. I. p. 378. 

2 i adeir Hae SAL | Ta aT rave Parana) araoa 
FATT: (RV. 10-81-2). 

3 ead a aaa ane aA Raama SoN | 
(TDK.2-1-15). 

4 TÀ AA ay aa | aT AA geg: | AÀ ATANI 
qerka sa a aea maA appaia: | (TP. 2-1-15), 
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The reference to the existence of what is ‘inferior’ in a 
succeeding sūtra (BS. 2-1-17) of this Adhikarana, suggests the 
wrm ‘superior’ or the independent (svatantra) as its counter- 
correlate for supplying the ellipsis in the opening sātra'. An 
independent accessory is non-different from Brahman, i.e. 
Rrahman is the One and Only Independent Cause of creation 
on account of the challenging questions (adksepa) in the 
vivayavakya implying the non-existence of any independent 
wccessory like a place to stand (adhisthanam) or other means 
idrambhanam) etc., and also on account of Brahman’s 
non-dependence on anything, absolute independence and 
wuthority over the existence of other accessories implied by 
(he word ‘adi’ in the sūtra through negative reasoning 
\wyatirekihetubhyah). 


In the visayavdkya considered above, where only questions 
we asked to which a positive reply is neither possible nor expected, 
ihe purport is a negative reply’. For example. the purport of a 
yucstion like ‘who can avoid death?’ is that ‘no one can avoid 
Meath’, 


If the Pérvapaksin insists that there could be some accessory 
independent of Brahman, the next sutra answers the same. 


I do WT Woo: Fo 11 (2-1-16) 


Mea AR Aa Teed: TR: GA: sera A 
NAAT | BAA AST | 


1 (SNK. p. 368. 
maa AGA Gear! (TP. 2-1-15). 
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If there existed some accessory or means independently 
of Brahman, it should have been known through authoritative 
evidence (like Sruti). But there is no such evidence available 
and hence it does not exist. 


If the Parvapaksin quotes an evidence! from Sruri and on that 
basis insists that there existed accessories like the waters, the 
earth, etc. other than Brahman, the next sutra clarifies the doubt. 
The Sruti text tells that ‘‘The Purusa has been produced with 
waters, earth, faculties ete.” 


l % AccHANaeY D Il (2-1-17) 


FRET ACA ANAC ad Va ARA: Aya? geale aaa 
a aa Acca | 


There are Sruti statements like ‘adbhyah sambhitah'’ 
(referred to by the Piurvapaksin), which mention the 
accessories like the waters etc. because such accessories do 
exist, but only as subservient to Brahman and not independent 
of It. 


In support of this contention, Madhvacarya quotes an 
appropriate Sruti mantra, which says that “time was, the soul 
was, the Lord was; whatever there was, was enveloped by Him, 
was under his power. Therefore, it is said that the Supreme alone 
was. As His, they may even be treated as non-existent in their 
own right’’?. 


If one contends that it is not proper to first accept the 
existence of means other than Brahman before creation and 
then to say that they were subservient to Brahman, the next 
sitra clarifies the doubt. 


l Sea: Gy: AÀ TaD (T. A. 3-13-1). (M. BSB. 2-1-17). 


2 aS eae areata WA area ag ag ana Ta, STE, aeia eT 


aa fe GH Wa WA ala, Fea Gag ae, a fe Tag anette’ Ret HATA: | 
(M. BSB. 2-1-17) BNK. I. p. 371. 
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I% Tega Pa Taleo amaA, 3 1 
(2-1-18) 
meni aera aries a aie! ga dt arraea 
ESRT TE gs i SAA | ARITA aN- 
aca fap ASAT STAT ATS TAT MATICI AIUTATE | 
Ta AEEA | Gas? TARY PARENTA. 


Since it is told in Nāsadīya Sūkta that nothing but Brahman 
existed before creation, neither Sat nor Asat, if it be argued 
that it is not proper to hold the existence of means subservient 
to Brahman, it is not so; because the accessories are said to 
huve been non-existent only in the restricted sense of their 
having been unmanifested, dependent, inferior, modified and 
disintegrated in that state, but not in their very essence. 
Whence? For, in the concluding part of the same sikta 
(vakyaSesa) there is a reference to the existence of Prakrti or 
lamas (Tama asit) etc. The existence of Time is presupposed in 
the reference to ‘then’ (tadéanim) in the opening line’. 


If it be argued that it is not proper to accept the use of other 
accessories by the Supreme Being for creation, when He alone 
is independent and capable of creating the world without the use 
ol accessories, other than Himself, the next sa#trva answers the 
objection. 


2 Oh: MRTE H Il (2-1-19) 


(ATT SSA ANTA È: grear AAT 
MAR pat: agreata | afi aAA A N 
PaRi aTa AN: aad agaa aa Rona Prat Ad 
META: 7? aA | 


Creating the world by the Supreme Being using other 


wcessories under His control, sportingly and at will, is quite 


| Nasadiva Stikta (RV. 10-129-1). 
' BNK. L p. 371. 


WA 
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in keeping with His Divine Majesty, and this sense of sport 
is vouched in specific words, as in the verse which says that 
‘the Supreme Being, though capable of not creating or creating 
otherwise, creates this varied world, different from Himself 
and non-different from the accessories used’’. To evaluate the 
concept behind the sätra Vadirajatirtha gives a practical example 
that’ compared to a king going alone, a king with his paraphernalia 
looks more majestic. Raghavedratirtha offers another example’, 
that a person sporting a staff need not be lame. 


The next sätra adduces an analogy to infer the existence ol 
means other than Brahman, before creation. 


i % yqa Fo II (2-1-20) 

Ama gÈ: adian gAn, eaa 
The disputed creation is feasible with the help of means 
other than the creator, since it is a creation like that of a cloth. 


On this, if one argues that in that case it can be easily established 
that the creation could be with the help of independent means 
other than the Creator, the next sa#tra hastens to correct the 
impression’. 


ll se an MMe: Z (2-1-21) 


AM Wee eae A: NÀ ae... ATO Beet TAA Scales 


Beha SS REAA seal ar E STAR af | atu 
gaada 


Just as the vital air, body and its organs are entered inta 
and impelled by Brahman, as told in the Śruti ‘He who inhabits 


qaia agea AÀ aR (GDK. 2-1-19). 
dea qea mesg (TDK. 2-1-19). 
BNK. I. p. 372. 
Brha. Up. 3-7-16. 
VKM 2-1-21., TDK. 2-1-21. 
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the vital air.... controls the vital air from within’, and are 
therefore not independent, so also these various means of 
creation, other than the Creator are also not independent. 
Otherwise Brahman’s entering (the body etc.) would be in 
‘ain. In support of this view, Madhvacarya quotes a verse! from 
Kurma Purana, which says that ‘‘the mighty Supreme Being, 
having entered into the primary elements of creation (Prakrti ) 
und the individual souls (Purusa), excited (impelled) them in 
order to create this world’’. 


EC COECHICE TUE 


Il 30 ganan: Fo UI 
(2-1-22) 


Sankaracarya and Ramanujacarya treat this sūtra and the next 
Iwo as one Adhikarana. They assume this entire sūtra as an 
abjection by the Parvapaksin. 


Sankaracarya interprets this sūtra as follows. Since Jiva (itara) 
und Brahman are identical as told by Sruti statements like ‘tar 
wani asi” etc., if Brahman the creator of the world, subjects the 
hivas to the miseries of Samsara, then there will be the undesirable 
‘ontingency of Brahman being at fault of exposing Itself to the 
nuseries of the world’. So a doubt arises whether the world has 
heen created by an intelligent cause (like Brahman)’. 


Ramanujacarya also interprets the s#tra on similar lines as 
\nllows*. If these Sruti passages profess the Jiva as being Brahman 


| Wpid ged 3a sea gedhaa: | aaa wa qeegd sera faye sft are | 
iM. BSB. 2-1-21). 
REUTER AEA Reread R eae ARAA: SISTA 


“tq wa Sher, gR gada Cares, Ga gaa ate Raron aaae: | 
IS BSB.2-1-21), (TC. II. p. 40). 


SRK, p. 354. 
ou aa iaa aera: A: g ara: aa ae e: ada- 
MPIRJE ATA: AST, ATER TROT NRA: AN: ANG | 
Wa: SA MAR AN AWIHLACTL (Sribhasya 2-1-21). 
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then certain blemishes such as not creating a world beneficial to 
Himself and creating a world non-beneficial to Himself, cling to 
the omniscient and omnipotent Brahman. Therefore, Brahman’s 
causality of the world becomes untenable. 


The next sūtra is, 

(m os an 
aha g Afida. 

The word ‘ru’ (but) here is taken as indicative of the refutation 
of the objection raised in the preceding sutra. This sātra asserts, 
according to Sankaricarya, that', ‘‘the omniscient and omnipotent 
Brahman who is something more than and different from the Jiva, 
is held as the creator of the world. No blemishes such as creating 
a world non-beneficial to Himself, cling to Him. How? This is 
on account of the difference (between Jiva and Brahman) borne 
out by Sruti texts”. Sankaracarya clarifies his position here thal 
while non-difference between Jiva and Brahman is the real truth, 


the difference alluded to in the s#tra above is the one which is 
the outcome of Avidyd (illusion)’. 


V. S. Ghate opines that, ‘‘this Adhikarana leaves not the 
slightest doubt that according to the Siétrakara, the Jiva and thr 
Brahman cannot be absolutely non-different as understood by 
Sankaracdrya; and one can easily see that Sankaradcdrya win 
conscious of this, since he comes forth with his usual explanation 
that the difference, maintained in sutra 22, is not real, but dur 
to the soul’s fictitious limiting adjuncts’’?. 


Ramanujacarya accepts the sétra literally, without any ride 
on it. He interprets as follows*. ‘‘Compared to Jiva, subject tn 


1 Fadel cedars wer area ead ad aa Sa: Ge A: | a a arent 
AM: Fasaed | Fas? Hea! (S. BSB. 2-1-22). 

2 BNK. I. p. 389. 

3 VSG. p. 75. 

4 seaneraeg AAE, RAA: ARFA aao ae pa:? Nafra 
sanea: f Waa ARA R AAI (Scibhasya 2-1-22). 
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worldly miseries, Brahman is a different entity. How? On account 
of the Supreme Brahman having been shown as different from 
Jiva (in the Sruti texts)’. Then he quotes a number of Sruti texts 
in support of the difference between Jiva and Brahman. 


Sankaraciarya interprets the third sātra of this Adhikarana, 
~~ A 
RANGA dagad: | 
as follows!. Just as stones are of different varieties, some precious, 
some semi-precious and others worthless, in the same way 
Brahman, though one, is found in the form of Jiva, Lord and other 
varied effects. Therefore, faults such as Brahman exposing Himself 


tu the miseries of the world, as imagined by the Pirvapaksin, do 
not arise. 


Ramanujacarya has taken the siitra quite differently. According 
to him, the siétra says that, just as the insentient objects like stones 
cannot be taken as identical with Brahman, the sentient ones, 
hvas, who are subject to miseries, also cannot be taken as identical 
with Brahman’. 


These divergent explanations of the sātras shown above, 
uppear far-fetched. The compound itaravyapadeSat in the opening 
vitra, has been dissolved as ‘itarasya Sadrirasya Brahmatmatvam 
vvupadesat and is taken to mean ‘cn account of the other’s 
iv, Jiva’s being mentioned as being identical with Brahman’. 
Mie compound itaravyapadesat, which clearly means ‘on 
“count of being told as other than’ is taken in the contrary 
wnse as ‘on account of identity being mentioned’. 


1 WW) Saat DAE: ATG: sea Aeaadiai: aed atom: ae: ala arated 
Wied werd Q eee ae: eS leg 
ATTRA: maae: (S. BSB. 2-1-23). 


madai RRA mAAR TM A A a AÀ gA 
aanTaTqyara: | (Sribhdsya 2-1-23). 
ANN TA SRM THT aA Ferd: Kwa: | (TC. 1. p. 40). 


294 BRAHMAN IN BRAMHASCTRAS *[BS.2-1-22to24| 


(Gurudeva) R. D. Ranade holds that these three sitfras ‘‘do 
not seem to have been accurately interpreted by any 
commentator’’'. V. S. Ghate tells the same, but rather 
diplomatically. He says that *'it is difficult to say, which of these 
interpretations is more natural than others’*? 


Madhvacarya interprets these sutras in a different way, in 
keeping with the thought process in the previous Adhikarana. He 
treats these three sutras and the next three as forming one 
Adhikarana. The exposition of the opening säātra (2-1-22) above, 
according to his views, is as follows: 


T andy x aP af a oat 
Se \" 


On the strength of a Sruti passage, which apparently tells 
that ‘the individual soul (Jiva) creates the world’, if the 
individual soul, other than Brahman (ttara), is held as the 
independent cause of the world, then there will be the 
undesirable contingency of Jiva not doing what is beneficial 
to him and doing what is detrimental to him. The general 
understanding or axiom is that an independent creator will create 
what is good for him and not what is harmful to him. But, whit 
we see in the world is that Jivas cannot always get what thry 
desire and cannot avoid what they dislike. They are found helpless 
Therefore, the sūtra asserts that helpless creatures like Jive» 
cannot be credited with the status of independent creator of the 
world. 


Since a person engaged in a huge multifarious activity pei» 
tired and worried, the creator of the world, Brahman may als 
be subject to fatigue and worries and become helpless like Jive 


| BNK. 1. p. 390. 
2 VSG. p. 75. 
3 VKM. 2-1-22. 
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and hence may not be the independent cause of the world'. Thus, 
because of similarity between the two (Jiva and Brahman), if one 
doubts whether the perceived causality of Jiva only could be 
accepted, the next sitra clarifies the doubt’. 


~~ ANE 


go BRIE g Ama wI (2-1-23) 
a we g a carers Sepe get: Jafa Aan 


waaa Tara: agara aR & fea | 

But, that Brahman having abundant powers, is the 
supreme. For, the Sruti texts, saying that the Supreme Being 
is all-listener, all-thinker, the conscious person in all etc.’, 
place Him in an all-together different class of His own, far 
superior to Jivas. The purport is that Brahman cannot be equated 
with Jivas and cannot be doubted to be subject to fatigue or 
worries like ordinary mortals. 


Il one questions why not consider /iva as the independent 
«reator since Jiva also is a sentient being like Brahman, the next 
sutra answers the same. 


Though Jiva is sentient, like insentient objects such as 
ones etc., Jiva is not independent and therefore cannot claim 
wlt-creativity. 


| aT hq: Targa eR, ITA RAA: stata, 
INARA d! (STK. 2-1-23). 
wia gA: AÀ paR Aada aA gag REAA 
(421 (TP. 2-1-23). 

1 sasssa aAA aAa: Wear a aas Aa A 
adn WRAL, ANGEN: | (A.A. 3-2-4). He Who is all-pervasive, Who cannot be 
Iward, comprehended or thought of in all His fullness, Who submits to none, Who 
«annot be seen directly or known indirectly in all His fullness, Who cannot be 
midered, Who listens to all, thinks of all, secs all but reports to none, Who knows 
all and Who is the conscious inner Person in all. 
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The universal experience of Jivas’ inability to do what is 
favourable to them and their subjection to the states of (birth), death 
and sleep etc. prove the lack of independence on the part of Jivas'. 


If one does not agree with this observation and contends that 
this is against common experience, the next sf#tra explains it further. 


l go sqei Aa eas 2 I (2-1-25) 


Śaùkarācārya and Rāmānujācārya treat this sūtra and the next 
as a separate Adhikarana. Śankarācārya interprets the sūtra as 
follows. The Parvapaksin contends that since in the world the 
potters etc. are seen producing pots, cloth etc. after collecting the 
accessories like clay, rod etc., then how can your Brahman create 
the world without collecting any other accessories? Therefore, 
Brahman cannot be taken as the cause of the world’. The sūtra 
refutes the argument saying that, just as in the world milk and 
water turn into curd and ice respectively without any external 
means, so is it here also (with Brahman). The next sutra, 

A A AN 

Ol | 

has been interpreted in the following way. If it be said thal 
non-conscious beings like milk may change themselves without 
extraneous means into curds etc., Brahman being intelligent, like 
the potter, cannot be conceived to create without other external 
means. The answer is that gods and sages are reported in the 
SAstras to have the ability to produce palaces and chariots by the 
shear force of their will. So Brahman may create the worlil 
without any extraneous means’. 


| wears a kaaa qfegeara) ardadiargquaa fae afa via 
(TDK. 2-1-24). 

ER Oh Forney: vera sak: AAR AER AEA. 
aa: TIE Fal Tear | AST ASE TAP EA ERR, ln 
ae SEA ST | ASA AS STERN, fa SaaS STs: | Ta aT ef ad 
ar eqaaa afafenada aficad aadea ara ami aai sar aavalla i 
(S. BSB. 2-1-24). 

3 SRK. p. 357. 
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Ramanujacarya’s interpretation of the sūtra is also on these 
lines only. 


However, the example of milk turning into curd! is not fitting 
since that process requires external help like a favourable 
temperature and a fermenting agent. In a succeeding satra (BS. 
2-2-3) Sankaracarya himself holds? that the actions of milk and 
water are due to the influence of a sentient Supreme Being in 
them. Therefore, the example of milk turning into curd without 
any external help is not consistent with what he is going to 
establish later’. The illustrations of milk etc., and those of gods 
und sages producing things at will, have no place in Vivartavada’. 
If the Supreme Being creates the world by will-power just as gods 
und sages create palaces etc., then the world would not be unreal. 
Thus, the interpretation of these two sitras shown above, is not 
lound convincing. 


Madhvacarya explains the sitras differently. The exposition 
of the sūtra 2-1-25 is as follows : 


ht see aeaa FAA Aga a 
Haasa RARA Ad A eer! Ta TG TATA aA NN- 
wadii car Sie nÀ aaa NAARAAT | 


If it be said that, on account of the ability to complete the 
task undertaken, perceived in Jīva, he cannot be said to lack 
Independent creativity, it is not so. Just as the milk found in 
the cow, is subject to the vitality or the life-principle in the 
vow, other than the cow, in the same way the ability to complete 
the task undertaken, though visible in Jiva, is subservient to 
u Supreme Power called Brahman, other than the Jiva. The 


| ae aka aarrdsarigermercar (TC. tll. p. 42). 
Uae: Jaaa: W g: (S. BSB. 2-2-3). 
1 Nata scar a ont dat: sel sft aAA ARATE | (TC. I. p. 42). 
1 ikea Aaaa af a serene: aie: xa ART pA, 
lf Ren a SMAI (TC. I. p.42). 
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purport behind the illustration of the milk is that the food eaten 
by the cow is converted into milk by Prana, the vital force i.e. 
Brahman, in the cow. The same sentiment is seen in a verse! from 
Bhagavdeita, which says that, ‘I (the Supreme Being) abide in 
the body of living beings and, becoming the gastric fire and 
associated with the vital airs, digest the four-fold food’. 


If one argues that the so-called Supreme Being does not exist 
at all, since He is not perceptible, and therefore, where is the 
question of Jiva being subservient to Him, the next sūtra answers 
the same. 


ls Ra sth Hl (2-1-26) 
Raa aana UAS À SAT AJEA: Fe: | Gd: 7 aT aM 
aid ala Aada, aia aeaa fag SEA | 


Like the deities (described in scriptures as functioning 
unseen), it is quite proper for the Supreme Being to exist 
without being perceived. When in the world even the inferior 
spirits (ghosts) are known to have the power of remaining 
unseen, what to talk of the Supreme Being?? 


Uptill now. it has been established that Jiva does not have 
independent creativity, based on the observation of his inability 
to do what 1s beneficial to him and avoid doing what is harmful 
The next s#tra proves the same lack of independent creativity on 
the part of Jiva, on another ground. 

PR ~e ~“ X 
3 aT ll 
(2-1-27) 


This is a peculiar sétra. It neither raises an objectum 
(Purvapaksa), nor states an established view (Siddhanta), nor wn 


1 ae Gard year mai ema: aang: aeaa qafi 
(BG. 15-14). 


4 
2 HACIA: | (An argument a fortiori ). 
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udditional reason nor illustration in support of the established 
view. It simply poses a dilemma like that between a devil and 
the deep sea. In the first sūtra of this Adhikarana, the Stitrakdra 
has established by the method of ‘reductio ad absurdum’ a view 
that the individual soul (Jiva) cannot be credited with independent 
creativity. Possibly, here also, the Satrakdra follows the same 
method, rather more forcefully, and suggests that if one does not 
accept the view established in this Adhikarana, he would be on 
the homs of a dilemma. 


The exposition of the sētra, according to Madhvacarya, is as 
lollows. 


af sha: eraai ale adarty peee: 1 SA- 
aiea UAT APRA PER FRATACT ACARI: | 

If it be said that Jiva possesses independent creativity 
(kartrtva), then in all works either he should employ his entire 
treative energy which is contrary to general experience or if 
\( ls accepted that he employs a part of his energy, it contradicts 
the Sruti which declares that Jiva is partless. Here, the creative 
rnerpy is not restricted to the physical energy, but stands for his 
physical and intellectual faculties, i.e. his entire personality. If the 
tust alternative is accepted, then it means that even for bringing 
a blade of grass Jiva has to muster his entire energy, which is 
apainst the common experience. If the second alternative is 
aeepted, then it means that the Jiva’s personality has parts, which 
tuntradicts the Sruti statement’ that holds Jiva as partless. 
Mudhvadcarya quotes a saying’, which tells that ‘‘whenever an 
event defies logic then the only recourse is to attribute it to the 
Invine Will’. Based on this, the sūtra is taken to conclude that 
ihe creativity (Kartrtva) of Jivas is subservient to the Supreme 


) wea: a ia: a Rea Raad gaga gÅ ge Raa: I ef area: | 
(M BSB. 2-1-27). 
ain qn feed adept fe sa meae: (M. BSB. 2-1-17). 
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Being and non-acceptance of that leads to the dilemma mentioned 
therein. Thus, the purport of the Adhikarana is not explicitly 
mentioned in the sétra but is implied in the dialectic and wording 
of the sutra. 


Sankaracarya treats this satra and the next three, as a separate 
Adhikarana. Ramanujacarya on the other hand, treats this satra and 
the next five as a single Adhikarana. Of course, there is continuity 
of ideas and arguments from this Adhikarana to the next. The 
difference between the two Adhikaranas is that, here the creativity 
of individual souls is under the scanner, but in the next, an 
objection against the causality of Brahman is being addressed. 

~A 
8 aA Ocd ARTUTA | 

Sankardcarya treats the whole of previous sātra i« 
krtsnaprasaktirniravayavatvasabdakopo vā as an objection anil 
interprets it as follows. *‘The objection is raised that if the whole 
of Brahman is transformed into the world, then Brahman wouhl 
cease to exist and there is no point in asking us to see Brahman 
or in saying that Brahman is unborn. If, on the other hand, we 
hold that a part of Brahman is transformed, then we assume that 
Brahman is capable of being divided into parts. This would br 
a direct violation of the texts, which declare that Brahman i» 


partless, etc.’’'. The succeeding three sätras are taken as refutiny 
this objection. 


The next sūtra, ‘Srutes tu Sabdamilatvat ’, is interpreted im 
saying ‘but (it is not so) on account of Vedic testimony sim» 
Brahman’s causality has its ground in Scripture’. The word ‘tw 
in the sutra indicates the refutation of the objection, as “it is nm 
so’?. ‘‘Sankaricarya states the objection again?. Brahman is cith 


| SRK. p. 358. 

2 gmd RRR (S. BSB. 2-1-27). 

3 Se D E A oba ah 
Halas lel SSH N N | A ie ump: 
(S. BSB.2-1-27). 
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partless or is transformed partially. If it is partless, it is transformed 
us a whole or not at all. If it is only partially transformed, then 
it consists of parts. Śańkarācārya overcomes the difficulties by 
his view that Brahman ever remains the same in reality. It does 
not undergo any change, though it is the ground of multiplicity 
of name and form in the phenomenal world’’'. The succeeding 
vitra “‘dtmant caivani vicitras ca hi’ i.e. *‘for, thus it is even 
within the Self and wondrous’’, tells that, ‘‘So there may exist 
a manifold creation in Brahman without impairing his real nature’’’. 
Ihe following sūtra ‘Svapaksadosdcca’ i.e. ‘and because 
there is fault in the opponent’s own view’’, purports that if ‘the 
Sdùkhya theory of Pradhdna is considered, does it (Pradhdna) 
change into the world wholly or partially? If the former, there 
will be no Pradhdina; if the latter, the view that it is partless must 
be given up’’*. In short, these four sätras together convey that 
the Supreme Being has wonderful powers by which He creates 
the world out of Himself i.e. He gets transformed into the world, 
without losing His being wholly or in partt, for it is so stated 
in Scriptures, 


But, all this discussion on whether Brahman gets itself 
wansformed into the world, either wholly or in part, fits in the 
doctrine of Parināmavāda and has no place in Vivartavada 
ulvocated by Sankaracarya. In the standard illustrations 
ol Vivartavdda like the snake seen in place of rope or the silver 
wen in place of a shell, neither the rope modifies into snake 
mm the shell alters into silver. Moreover, Śaħkarācārya has 
wlieady established his Vivartavada as the authentic scriptural 
vew of Veddnta, earlier in Tadananyatvadhikarana (i.e. 
Vambhanādhikarana comprising stitras 2-1-15 to 21, according 
us Sankaracarya) and in Prakrtyadhikarana (BS. 1-4-24 to 28). 


“SRK. p. 359, 
SRK. p. 360. 
‘ARK. p. 360. 
© BNK. L p. 394. 
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Therefore, the objector' is not expected to forget so quickly and 
to confuse himself with the transformation of Brahman into the 
world, Further, the import of the satra ‘Srutestu Sabdamilatvar’ 
that Brahman’s causality of the world can be known only through 
Sabdapramana i.e. Vedic testimony and not through perception 
or inference, does not necessarily lead to the conclusion that 
Brahman is the substratum of the illusory appearance of the world’, 
If the Sttrakdra wanted to expound Vivartavada, then instead ot 
giving the example of milk turning into curd, in the previous 
Adhikarana, he would have relied on illustrations like dreams, 
which are more conducive to Vivartavada’. Thus, the interpretation 
of these four sdtras by Sankaracarya, is far from convincing. 


Ramanujacarya also interprets these sitras on similar lines“. 
The first sūtra poses a dilemma for considering Brahman as the 
material cause of the world. The second stra refutes this objection 
and states that Brahman is without parts and yet the material 
cause of the world, since the scriptures declare so. In supersensuous 
matters scriptures alone are the authority and ordinary standards 
of reasoning do not apply there. The third one declares thal 
Brahman is of a different category altogether from the sentient 
and insentient world, and has manifold supernatural powers. The 
fourth sutra turns the accusing finger of the opponent towardn 
himself and states that the opponent’s view also is subject to thesr 
very objections. 


"But the difficulty is that in Rāmānujācārya’s philosophy 
Brahman, pure and simple, is never the material cause of the 
world. It is only Brahman qualified by Acit in its subtle state 
(stiksma-acid-visista) that is the cause. That being so, no 


Rade TPE Theda TOMAR! (TC. M. p. 40 
BNK. I. p. 395 
a assada Radige pdga AeA, aga aggrecan 
Ta FA: (TC. NI 43) 
4 Sribhasya- SV. 2-1-26 to 29. 
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Pūrvapakşa based on Brahman being partless can be raised with 
reference to this qualified Brahman. It has already been established 
by Ramanujacarya in the Prakrtyadhikarana (BS. 1-4-24 to 28) 
that this qualified Brahman is the material cause of the world. 
lhere is thus no justification whatever to reopen the issue here”! 


Madhvacarya takes the five sutras starting from the following 
one, as a separate Adhikarana, In the previous Adhikarana, the 
lurvapaksin’s contention has been that instead of assuming the 
unperceptible Brahman as the cause of the world, it would be 
wasonable to ascribe that causality to Jiva, whose creativity is 
known. This argument has been refuted there by various reasonings, 
the last one of them being that the ascription of causality to Jiva 
would be subject to the dilemma that in all works he should either 
employ his entire creative energy or a part of it, both leading to 
absurd conclusions. Turning the table on the Siddhdntin, the 
furvapaksin comes up with the argument that in that case the 
vicativity of the Supreme Being may also be subject to the same 
ililemma. The following sätra refutes the contention. 


2 ANg Wey Hil (2-1-28) 


da RAA aT ada g a pag: | 

yn: AORTA B21 fea | ve aed Baba 
wey, Tea ee Vd Wes? aR mnia 
qiiia: aa aAA a aAA: | 


The word zu in the sätra can be taken either as an emphatic 
paiticle or in the sense ‘on the contrary’. (It indicates the contrast 
Iwiween the creativity of Jiva discussed in the previous Adhikarana 
wu that of the Supreme Being, to be considered here). On the 
vmtrary (i.e. as against the creativity of Jivas), the creativity 
wf the Supreme Being is not subject to the dilemma, whether 


| BNK. L p. 397, 


tel) As GAOT A ad S AEA a: Tee) AeA, Mayes | 
(LDK. 2-1-28) 
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in every work He uses His entire energy or a part of it, because 
Sruti telis that the Supreme Being is capable of possessing 
attributes, which are considered in ordinary usage as mutually 
exclusive. If it be said that even if Sruti tells, how can we 
accept that attributes which are considered contradictory in 
common logic, can exist simultaneously at the same location, 
the reply is that in matters which can be comprehended only 
through verbal testimony (Sabdapramana), inference cannot 
contradict the same, just as perception cannot contradict 
unperceivable things. For example, a deaf person cannot judge 
whether a singer is singing well or not. just by looking at him. 
Similarly, when Sruti tells! that Brahman is smaller than the small 
and bigger than the big, one cannot question how a thing can be 
both small and big, which defies common logic. 


This ts a complex sérra. It contains two probanses and therefore 
involves two syllogisms. The proposition for the first syllogism 
is construcied in keeping with the thought process in the preceding 
Adhikarana. The proposition for the second syllogism replies a 
possible objection against the assertion in the first syllogism. 


The next sutra provides another reason why inference cannot 
contradict matters regarding the Supreme Being. 


ll do SCAM a Pea È w (2-1-2) 


AAS | Hea: SETA | aH a A a aie 


ee N aN 


Sree: aT: RaR: Mea: R ET H 


aes 

The first ca in the siftra is an emphatic particle and thr 
last one is conjunctive. As is well-known, the Supreme Being 
alone can have such strange powers which can defy common 
logic and accomplish things ordinarily considered us 
impossible. And therefore there is no contradiction. To justily 


| AON Asal AEA, BACH! (Katha. Up. 1-2-20) 
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(hat this is well-known, Madhvacarya quotes a manrra' from 
Svetasvataropanisad which says that, “the primordial Supreme 
icing has strange powers and others do not have that kind of 
powers,” 


If it be said that in case the Supreme Being can defy the logic 
iu the dilemma posed by the sūtra "Kritsnaprasaktir......°, then 
the Jiva, who is also sentient like the Supreme Being, can as well 
dely that logic, the next sātra answers the contention. 


lt go Tae 30 1 (2-1-30) 


Misao HIT gea Tema: Sete Ea: | 
bra. Aaaama TAa ARAARA, AAN STA. 
PATA I 


Ca is for emphasis. Jīvas (though sentient) should not be 
credited with the ability to defy ordinary logic, because of 
drawbacks only such as being subject to the dilemma of 
employing cither the entire creative energy or a part of it in 
every work etc.; and also because they do not have the attributes 
weribed to the Supreme Being, such as being established by 
\rutis, knowability only through verbal testimony and 
possession of strange powers etc., which justify the ability to 
ely ordinary logic. 


If one doubts that these strange powers of the Supreme Being, 
such as being capable of accomplishing the impossible and defying 
summon logic, may not be true in all matters and at all times, 
ihe next satra removes that doubt. 


ll go Gata a Aes n (2-1-31) 


wag: ENBA aaa afi RIREGG wad a 4 | ICA 
HPT: Fae TTT plleseHaA NT: SIA aeRATa Aaa? aia yc 


M4] SHCA | 


| leh: gee: quot a ael aw: cys) ga AMARAN: | 
(M.BSB. 2-1-29) 
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Ca in the sétra is a conjunctive particle. The word ‘devatd' 
is taken from the Visayavdkya. So it is said that the Divinity 
called Atman posseses that kind of powers which are true in 
all matters and at all times since it is told so in the Sruti text. 


The Visavavakya referred to here, is a mantra! from 
caturvedasikha, quoted by Madhvacarya which declares that, "that 
immortal, unchanging, ever happy, eternal, Supreme Divinity 
called Atman is said to possess all the powers, true in all matters 
and at all times”’ 


Since the discussion on strange powers of Brahman started 
with the.masculine word ‘ātmani ` (BS. 2-1-29), the term upetali 
should have been found here. But a feminine term upetā is used 
in the sdtra, to suggest the reference to the Sruri text where i 
feminine word devatd is used’. 


If one doubts how creativity could be ascribed to Brahman 
having no organs of action like hands and feet, the next sdtra 
clears that doubt. 


go ARUNAN PASH FN (2-1-32) 


Ta amada | STE GATT ST Ge TTT 
raed A AA eas, af Aaa arena] saat Ta 
Waa: A Ba et Yd RaT 


The word ‘na’ is to be repeated. If it be said that the 
Supreme Being cannot be ascribed with creativity since ‘He 
does not possess organs like eyes, ears, hands, fect etc.’’ as told 
by the Sruti, it is not so because it is declared in the Sruti that 


l skien SUH TAT en fA Ai EERE AEA STIS A AT NSA 
xai agra uefa AJARA (M. BSB. 2-1-31) 

aei, Ta: ef À Tal RR: ARAA | (TDK. 2-1-31) 
Mund. Up. l-ł-6. 

Sveta. Up. 3-19. 

5 M. BSB. 2-1-32. 


p uw hy 
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“He can be swift without legs, can hold without hands, see 
without eyes and hear without ears”. The import is that those 
who have an ordinary physical body, need sense organs to acquire 
knowledge from outside, need organs of action to work, need 
sume ground to support their bodies etc. But, the Supreme Being 
having an omniscient, all-powerful, happiness personified, 
extraordinary and trans-empirical form, needs no such organs or 
instruments for creation. 


Sankardcdrya treats this sitra and the preceding one as a 
separate Adhikarana. The previous sutra, ‘Sarvopeta ca 
tuddarSanat ` has been interpreted as saying that, ‘Brahman is 
endowed with all wonderful powers as seen in Sruti’”'. The present 
wira is understood as refuting an objection that in the absence 
ol any organs, how can Brahman create the world, though having 
ull powers. The sutra avers that Brahman can exercise all powers 
without having any organs and in support of this Sankardcarya 
quotes the same mantra (Sveta. Up. 3-19), seen above in 
Madhvacarya’s interpretation. But he adds? that, ‘Brahman is 
vonceived as being endowed with powers when we assume in its 
nature an element of plurality which is the product of Avidya’’*. 


All this explanation is not convincing. All this discussion on 
these sätras does not fit in the doctrine of Vivartavdda, advocated 
by Sankaracarya. ‘Since Brahman in Vivartavdda is only the 
substratum of the illusory appearance of the world, the objection 
iv Brahman’s being the cause of the world on the ground of its 
having no body or senses and the reply to such an objection that 
Hrahman has adequate Saktis are all misplaced’’**. 


(| Haga TR eal ga: aaa ca fe gata wa: | (S. BSB. 2-1-30). 

o wateadkatseatt mem: adaa: dvafa Aag aff aara- 
ENANAR THAT! (S. BSB. 2-1-31). 

| SRK. p. 361. 

| amigas Aaaa WAT: RRAIN and I AJRA | 
CC. TL p. 44). 

` BNK. L p. 397. 
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Ramanujacarya also interprets these two sūētras on similar 
lines. The first sétra says that', ‘‘The Supreme Deity, unlike other 
entities, is endowed with all powers. The Srutis present that kind 
of Supreme Divinity only’’. The second one is interpreted as 
follows’. “If it be said that (though endowed with all powers), 
Bahaman without instruments cannot start any work, the sittra 
says that this objection has been answered earlier (BS. 2-1-27,28) 
that the Supreme Being, who can be known only through scriptures 
and ts different from other entities, is capable of producing various 
effects even without the necessary accessories’’. 


But, these interpretations do not go well with Ramanujacarya’s 
doctrine of creation. B.N.K. Sharma says: ‘In Ramanujacarya’s 
philosophy Brahman, pure and simple is never the material cause 
of the world. It is only Brahman qualified by Acit in its subtle 
state (stiksma-acid-visista) that is the cause. --- The Siddhanta 
position that Brahman can well be the material cause ---- because 
of Its being endowed with the highest powers is not very much 
to the point. If the possessor of the highest powers is Brahman 
in its substantival aspect (visesya) unqualified by Suksma-acit, it 
is certainly not the material cause in Ramanujacarya’s theory. The 
true material cause is not thus identical with the one possessing 
the highest powers. If it is the qualified Brahman that possesses 
these highest powers, it is doubtful if such a Brahman which is 
virtually unable to prevent itself from becoming exposed to various 
imperfections in the course of such transformation into the world 
of objects can properly be said to possess the highest powers’"'. 


9 ASTRON | 
go AMAA. o N (2-1-33) 


| Bacarra wl ta iA a1 cya wi aai qaia yaa 
(Sribhdsya 2-1-30). 

2 mR: ata a aaa: aA da Fa aa TM aaa È | 
(BS.2-1-27, 28)" gat! acca anda aana 
aacmdanda sad: | (Sribhdsya 2-1-31). 

3 BNK. l. p. 397, 398, 


[BS.2-1-33,34] BRAHMAN IN BRAMHASUOTRAS 309 


Sankaracarya and Ramanujacarya treat this sarra (BS. 2-1- 
32 according to them) as an objection and the next one as a reply 
to it. Sankaracarya interprets the sūtra as follows. The sentient 
Supreme Being cannot be the creator of this world, because 
uctivily on the part of a sentient being presupposes a purpose to 
attain something; and if a self-serving motive is ascribed to Him, 
it would contradict the Sruti which declares Him to be perpetually 
fully contented’. The next sitra ‘Lokavat tu lilakaivalyam’ (BS. 
2-1-33) refutes the above contention with the word ‘tu’ (but) and 
tells that just as a king, who has no unfulfilled desires, engages 
himself in a sporting activity spontaneously without any other 
motive, ‘‘in the same way Brahman’ s activity also is a spontaneous 
sporting behaviour without any other motive”? 


However, all this talk of a motive behind the acts of any 
sentient being and the spontaneous sporting act of Brahman without 
any other motive etc. is out of tune with the Advaita doctrine’. 
According to the said philosophy, the world is a mere illusory 
appearance on the substratum of Brahman, like a snake seen on 
i rope. One cannot attach any motive to a frightened person 
seeing a snake in place of a rope nor can that person be said to 
he indulging in a sportive act. Brahman also cannot be charged 
with a sportive act of deluding either Himself or the other sentient 
beings into thinking that an illusory world exists. 


Possibly being aware of this situation, Sankaracarya adds a 
rider that* ‘it should not be lost sight of that the creation told by 


| a ag Vda: se aes META Hels? Teta Sea 1a 
am A: Aea Turab orai bA a Ghaeta Rg A: 
yami ma (S. N 2-1-32). 

Te faea dea Pa n aa Fad aen R: 
a | noe 2-1-33), 

1 am: Am aAa eA Gana a L a È Vaasa 
a gR RTA wats AÀ a | (TC. IIL p. 46)\ 

1a 3 gd ymd gfeyia: aiako, N- 
wana AÀ Aa reader (S. BSB. 2-1-33). 
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the Sruri is not in the sense of true spiritual knowledge, but is 
told with reference to the illusory appearance of the world and 
its purport is to establish that Brahman is the indwelling spirit 
in all’. But it hardly improves the situation. 


Ramanujacarya holds that all activities have a motive, either 
to benefit oneself or others. Brahman being self-sufficient, has 
nothing to gain for Itself by the creation; neither can it be for the 
sake of Jivas, for in that case, Brahman would have created it 
world full of happiness, out of pity for the Jivas, and not this 
world full of sufferings. Therefore, Brahman cannot be the cause 
of this world. According to Ramanujacarya, the second sutra (BS. 
2-1-33) tells that, even as kings engage themselves in activity like 
playing with a ball, without any motive but for mere amusement, 
so also Brahman without any purpose to gain, engages Itself in 
crealing this world as a mere pastime’. 


(Gurudeva) R. D. Ranade does not appear to be satisfied with 
all these theories about creation. In his work, ‘‘Vedanta, the 
culmination of Indian Thought’, he observes: ‘The problem ol 
the creation of the world by God defies explanation and no 
solution appears to be final’’*. He also remarks that ‘‘after all 
none can boast of having given a rational explanation of God's 
ways’’. One need not take such a pessimistic view. Possibly, such 
a despair springs from our expectation that this explanation aboul 
creation should concur with our rational thinking, i.e. it should 
be within the framework of our common logic. But the Satrakara 
is telling time and again that it is not. He has just told in a previous 
sūtra, srutestu Sabdamialatvat (BS. 2-1-28) that in matters which 
can be comprehended only through verbal testimony, inference 
(i.e. common logic) is of no avail. He has started this enquiry into 
Brahman, stating that the Supreme Being who is the cause of this 
creation (janmdadyasya yatah), can be known only throuph 


1 Sribhadsya - SV 2-1-32, 33. 
2 BNK. l. p. 404. 
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scriptures (S@strayonitvat). These Brahmasitras, composed by 
Badarayanavydsa, the exponent of Vedanta school of philosophy, 
are universally accepted as forming the manual of Vedanta. 
Therefore, having accepted Vedanta as the culmination of Indian 
Thought, we have no other go but to accept and understand these 
stitras with the help of an unbiased and objective interpretation, 
even if it goes against common logic or against the doctrine of 
one teacher (Gc@rya) or the other. 


Madhvacarya treats both these siitras as Siddhantasitras only. 
The first stra is interpreted as follows: 


ugar fared aed a Kaa! Be:? TATA TEA 
Wael WHA Sea TERMI: |! 


The creativity of the Supreme Being under consideration, 
is without any purpose to gain anything for Himself, because 
lIle has no needs. That is, He has attained all that is to be 
nttained since He is full of bliss, and therefore it is accepted 
that His propensity to create is without any motive to gain 
anything. The word va in the sūtra is repeated in the exposition. 
In this Adhikarana the Parvapaksin is presenting another dilemma, 
whether the Lord has any motive behind creation or not. If it be 
wud that the Lord engages Himself in these activities of creation, 
sustenance etc. in order to gain something, then it means that the 
lord is wanting in something, which contradicts the Sruti. If it 
W said that the Lord has no motive, then where is the question 
ol creating something, because no sentient being acts without any 
motive to gain something? Hence, the Supreme Being may not 
ln the cause of creation.’ 


The sūtra refutes this contention, and implies that even without 
any purpose action is possible. The Sitrakdra holds the proposition 


(UP 2-1-33. 
hunt sandea gea adie AAA ay castrate Fee: A 
WTA: | WAAR RRA A SBT) pa: SAHA (TP. 2-1-33), 
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that ‘no sentient being acts without any purpose’, as not invariably 
true. A lecturer when he is absorbed in his subject or a singer in 
his ecstatic moment may move his head and hands, without any 
purpose. 


If one doubts that when there is no purpose, how can u 
considerate person like the Supreme Being be expected to act, the 
next sutra answers. 


c ` : 
H Baty AARAA ll (2-1-34) 


SEA Fed: gamana rar aa qa sareahy 
aie faa: aci AGS aeaa fat Stet Ta 


The word fu is in the sense of ‘only’. Just as the acts of 
dancing and singing of an overjoyed person etc. in the world, 
are without any purpose, in the same way, the creation and 
sustenance of this world by the Supreme Being is only n 
sporting act, which flows from His pure joy without any 
specific purpose. 


The word kaivalyam added to /id is significant. It suggests 
that the creation etc. is a sportive act isolated from any purpose 
behind it. All sportive acts are not without purpose. For example. 
the games played by professional sportsmen and the dance anil 
music performed by artistes for material gain, and even thow 
performed by the amateurs for the sake of pleasure, do not qualils 
to be called as lila@kaivalyam, because they are deliberate acts 
done with a purpose and involve cffort. Therefore, the example 
of a King taking a stroll in a garden or playing with a ball fm 
pleasure, adduced by Sankardcirya and Ramanujacarya, is nol 
befitting'. On the contrary, the moving of hands and feet by n 
child lying in a cradle after feeding, the nodding or tapping by 
a person while listening to music, bathroom-singing and the rotatinp 


| ogy Sanat SaaS HERTS Segara] <a Stora gana vain 
sagoi: A TA | AAA (TC. IN. p. 46). test eae Feat yhe- 
gfaeitad 1 aia Aawetse feof wa SAGAN (AV.) (TC. LL p. 46). 
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ofa key-chain by a joyous man wandering aimlessly can be called 
us lilakaivalyam. It is not an act for the sake of pleasure but that, 
which flows from pleasure. There are two criteria involved. One 
is that the act requires negligible effort indicated by the word Jila. 
l'he other is that there should be no motive to gain something 
Irom the act, signified by the word kaivalyam. Moreover, the act 
also depends on the in-born propensity of the person, because 
every One may not rotate the key-chain or sing in the bathroom. 
Vurther, the dancing and singing of a drunk person and the help 
piven by a compassionate person to a needy one without any 
motive to gain something, also qualify to be called as lilakaivalyam. 
hen, in which category can we put the creation. sustenance etc. 
the world by the Supreme Being? One cannot say that the 
Supreme Being engages Himself in futile activities like rotating 
a key-chain, nor can He be expected to dance in an intoxicated 
state. Therefore, as we see in the world compassionate people 
working for the benefit of others only, the creation by the most 
merciful Lord is for the benefit of other creatures only'. There 
s nothing objectionable in holding so. Madhvacarya quotes 
appropriate Sruti and Smrti in support of this view. 


` iy A 
10 AAA NARRA | 


I g grda a maaa fe gaa A 
(2-1-35) 
This is an important Adhikarana dealing with the problem of 
Wisparity and cruelty seen in society. Sankaracarya and 
Mudhvacarya treat this sūtra and the next two as forming one 
Aidhikarana. However, Ramanujacarya has included this sūtra 


wid the remaining three siitras of this Pada, in the previous 
\dhikarana only. 


1 Maa Eee Fas TOMAR SEA: Cee TETRIS: AA TEA 
uqa: i (YKM. 2-1-34). 
iads À maa Aaga genei ARA A a aag IFA | 
ITP. 2-1-34). 
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Sankaracarya interprets the satra as follows. The Parvapaksin 
argues that, since there is inequality and pain in the world, Brahman 
is either partial and cruel or Brahman is not the cause of the world. 
The sutra refutes this charge. The charges of partiality and cruelty 
are not applicable to the Supreme Being, because He has other 
considerations too. As the rain is common cause of crops of rice 
and barley and the differences are due to the potentialities of 
seeds, in the same way the Supreme Being is the common cause 
of creation while the diversities are due to the individual merits 
and demerits!. Sruti supports this view. The next sätra, “na 
karmavibhagaditi cennānāditvāť ’ has been interpreted as follows. 
If it be contended that since there could be no merit or demerit 
before the creation, the first creation at least should have been 
free from inequalities, the answer is that the world is without n 
beginning. Like seed and sprout, merits, demerits and the inequality 
are caused as well as causes”. The third sūtra, ‘upapadyatr 
cdpyupalabhyate ca’, confirms the beginninglessness (andditva) 
of the world, saying that it can be justified also and is observed 
in scriptures also. If the world had a beginning, it would follow 
that it came into being without a cause and the released souls 
could return to samsara. Then, there would be no justification fo 
inequalities. As already said, the Lord cannot be the cause uf 
inequalities. Avidyd (ignorance, illusion) cannot be the cause as 
it is of a uniform nature. Without karma (deeds leading to merits 
and demerits) no one can come into existence. Without cominy 
into existence karma cannot be formed. So we must accept thi 
the world is without a beginning’. 


This beginninglessness of the karma as an answer to the 
problem of disparity in the world is as good as telling that Vedantu 


1 aera a PARES SETAE | BEATE ATCA FR: SIGMA ATI ie 


| Sargeras ACSA Ta SATIN BAT ARUN Hated tH 
oe aya, a Simi gaf | (S. BSB. 2-1-34). 
2 SRK. p. 364. 


3 SRK. p. 364. 
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has no answer for this problem. It amounts to saying that the 
disparity has to be accepted without questioning. 


Can the disparity in the world be explained away so easily 
as Brahman is the common indifferent cause like rain and the 
difference is due to individual merits and demerits? Kausitaki 
Upanisad tells! that ' ‘the Supreme Being only makes whomsoever 
He wishes to lead up from this world do good deeds and the one 
whom He wishes to pull down do bad deeds”. Therefore, Brahman 
cannot be absolved of the charge of partiality and cruelty on the 
plea that Brahman is only the common indifferent cause’. 


Moreover, in Vivartavada’ where Brahman is the substratum 
of the illusory world like the screen in a cinema, Brahman cannot 
be charged with partiality and cruelty for the disparity and pain 
in the world, just as the screen cannot be blamed for what happens 
on the screen. Even if saguna Brahman or I[Svara i.e. Brahman 
plus Maya, is considered as the projector of this world, the projector 
van hardly be blamed for the disparity in the creatures projected*. 
Bhamati agrees with this*, and accepts that Advaita doctrine cannot 
explain the disparity in the world®. 


Ramanujacarya interprets the stra ‘‘vaisamyanairghrnye..."" 
onthe same line and asserts that Brahman cannot be ascribed with 
ihe charge of partiality and cruelty because the disparity in the 
world is according to the past deeds of individual souls’. 


"a ded epee erat d aha Aa a Tyg oa nge maA 
a aad fdsa’ gf) (Kaus. Up. 3-8). 

‘og ĝa agar arae anà yea guada Arrar 
(TC. UL p. 50). 

aa al aAA a AREATA (TC. Ill. p. 52)\ 

| BNK. IL p. 41l. 

` NA Arar, mia: gaia: a Fargas: aea data: 
a a AFT (Bhāmati 2-1-34) (BNK. I. p. 411). 

6 RA A È: RRA EAA ai g gÈ: afer a ed, SÀ | 
tBhāmati 2-1-34) (BNK. l. p. 411). 


a RAI AA 1 Ha: ma, gR Aaa, AÈ: | 


(Nribhasya 2-1-34). 
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Ramanujacarya reads the next two sdtras together as one sūtra 
and interprets as follows. Though Brahman alone existed before 
creation and nothing else, the individual souls and their past deeds 
form an eternal stream, which is beginningless. Further, 
Ramanujacarya explains that, **even though the individual souls 
are beginningless, Sruti declares that nothing but Brahman existed 
before creation, because the individual souls without names and 
forms existed before creation in a very subtle form, as Brahman’s 
body, almost non-distinguishable from Brahman’’'. Thus, 
according to Ramanujacarya, in addition to Brahman, the Jivas 
along with their karma existed without a beginning, in a subtle 
form and as the body of Brahman, before creation. But this does 
not provide any additional reason for the disparity in the world, 
other than the beginningless karma of Jivas, which is clearly 
inadequate. As interpreted by Madhvacarya, the exposition of the 
sūtra is as follows. 


create fare ai oma gegaan rea À à 


aa & zaia gf: | 


If it be said that the Supreme Being has made some happy 
and others miserable, without considering their deeds and 
without any reason, and therefore He is guilty of partiality 
and cruelty, then (the sätra asserts that) He cannot be deemed 
to be guilty of partiality and cruelty because He rewards and 
punishes persons according to their merits and demerits 
(earned in the present or past lives) and not without any 
reason. The Śruti tells the same thing. 


Madhvacarya quotes an appropriate Sruti mantra? in support of 
the above contention, which says that, *‘the Supreme Being takes n 
person to the heaven or hell according to his good or bad deeds’ 


| amka apa saqad a aa: agag iane aN 
TEETER AEA ae, waited | (Sribhdsya 2-1-35). 
2 yoda guy ote aad We WALI (Prasna Up. 3-7). 
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In spite of the above explanation, if the objector still holds 
the Supreme Being guilty of partiality, because even the deeds 
of the persons are under the control of the Supreme Being only, 
the next sūtra answers the objection. 


lga miam Aaa, #1 


(2-1-36) 


darted SMT, eaaa, eÀ SAHA 
Ce a eo en oe 
TAMARA HATS Car | 


Since the Jiva is not free to do any deed independently and 
ull his deeds are under the control of the Supreme Being, there 
is no other deed left with reference to which the Supreme 
Being can reward or punish the Jiva; and therefore if it be 
suid that in case the Lord rewards or punishes the Jiva taking 
Into account His own deeds, then He cannot escape from the 
charge of partiality and cruelty, it is not so; because the chain 
of Karma (merits and demerits acquired through deeds) for 
cach transmigrating Jiva goes back indefinitely and has no 
recognizable beginning i.e. it is beginningless (anddi)'. 


What the sétra is telling is as follows. No doubt, it is the Lord 
Himself Who makes a Jiva to do good or bad deeds, but He does 
so taking into account that Jiva’s (karma) deeds in previous life. 
And in previous life the Lord made that Jiva to do good or bad 
deeds taking into account that Jiva's karma of still earlier stage. 
l'his series of karma goes back endlessly, i.e. karma is 
hepinningless. 


If the Purvapaksin argues that in case the Supreme Being 
rewards or punishes the Jivas, depending on their karma (deeds) 
then He cannot be said to be absolutely independent, the next 
vitra answers the objection. 


| VKM. 2-1-36. 
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i ` å 
go SIG mÀ A Kw (2-1-37) 


ASTIN | SAAT ATS: | HAA sy aA TIVE Va 
eau) aea eaniiacara.| sA fe seat aHatercagd gard 


`A ce oo tO ` ` la ~_ a 
ud al T ada mi ARa cel A gend: | 


The particle ca is for emphasis. The word ‘independence’ is 
to be supplied for completing the construction. Though the 
Supreme Being depends upon the deeds (karma) of individual 
souls for rewarding or punishing them, it is quite proper to 
accept His independence i.e. His independence remains 
unaffected, because those deeds are under His control only. 
Such disparity and cruelty resulting from a reference to the 
deeds of Jīvas (while rewarding or punishing), do exist (in the 
world) and they are justified in the Śruti. Therefore, this type 
of disparity and cruelty do not amount to a defect of character 
in Brahman. 


In this Adhikarana, the Pirvapaksin is on a pretty solid 
ground. The disparity and cruelty are visible in the world and the 
Lord being the creator and controller, cannot escape from the 
blame for them. Śaħkarācārya and Rāmānujācārya are on the 
defensive and are trying to explain that the disparity is due to the 
merits and demerits of transmigrating individuals and this 
transmigration is beginningless. The merits, demerits and the 
inequality are caused as well as causes like seed and sprout. This 
third siitra has been interpreted as confirming the beginninglessness 
of the Jivas. Thus, the debate has reached a stalemate and thr 
original objection remains unanswered. 


Madhvacarya, on the other hand, after interpreting the first 
two siitras in the same way as done by Sankaracdrya ind 
Ramanujacarya, takes a belligerent stand while interpreting this 
sūtra in order to come out of the stalemate and to repulse the 
formidable objection effectively. He boldly accepts that, (Yes) 
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there is disparity in the world and the Supreme Being is hard- 
hearted; it is stated in the Sruti, and it is also stated that this be 
no longer regarded as a defect or blemish in the character of the 
l.ord’’'. In support, Madhvacarya quotes? a mantra, which says 
that, ‘He, the Supreme Being, makes Jivas do good or bad deeds 
and yet He is not at all to be blamed for the disparity in the world, 
tor He, the unborn, is independent, omnipotent and the virtues 
and vices of the people exist because of Him’’. 


The above mantra does not claim to offer any solution to the 
problem of disparity in the world. It only states the facts about 
the case, the boundaries of the problem. It is upto the various 
twachers and preachers to explain the teleology, within these 
parameters, since these, being authoritative statements 
(pramanavdadkya), are unquestionable. 


Madhvacarya holds that* along with Brahman, an infinitely 
luge multitudes of Jivas having different capabilities and 
mure exist without a beginning (andadi). There is no creation‘ of 
wuls as such in Veddnta. The Lord makes these Jivas do good 
w bad deeds according to their propensity and intrinsic fitness 
\vegvara) and rewards or punishes according to their deeds 
without extra favour to anyone. The resulting inequalities in the 
world can be ascribed only to the basic diversity of natures 
and capabilities of Jivas. Bhagavadgité (17-3) also tells that *‘the 
luth of each man takes the shape given to it by the stuff of 


| aqaa oa areal Saraig wean 4 R ASAA, agqyae wala | 
(TPD.2-1-37). 

a aA pan od a cae Aar «Sart Gat pRa ead Às: 
Waa A REAT (M. BSB. 2-1-37). 

vat ad a mea cord ota a a aaqued: aa a aed agea i 
(Bhag. 2-10-12), (M. BSB.2-1-37). 

1 BNK. I. p. 408, 

o nege ada WE Hall WRA! (As translated by Aurobindo Ghosh in his 
‘Message of the Gita’, p. 233, fn.) (BGB. p. 454). 
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his being’’. Taking the same example of rice and barley, 
mentioned earlier, the Lord provides the seeds with not only 
rain but also the required nourishments and favourable 
climate and makes them grow but as rice and barley. The 
Lord does not choose to change rice into barley or vice versa, 
though He is competent to do so. Why should He? Otherwise 
the world would have reduced to a stark uniformity of only 
one type of tree, flower, fruit etc. Is it desirable? The beauty 
of nature lies in its diversity. Thus, the Supreme Being cannot 
be said to be lacking in equity because of the inequalities in the 
world resulting from His equality of treatment to all according 
to their worth. 


Sankaracarya seeks to explain the disparity in a different way' 
and others follow suit. He is sure that neither the Lord nor the 
Avidyd can be the cause of disparity and he attributes it to Avidyd 
coupled with the deeds prompted by the vasands of individual 
souls. But vdsands are the impressions left over on the mind by 
the past deeds and thus they are causcd as well as causes like seed 
and sprout. This again leads us to the stalemate of endless 
regression. Therefore, without accepting the beginningless 
existence of Jivas having different propensities and capabilities, 
the Supreme Being cannot be absolved of the blemish for the 
disparities in the world’. 


11 AARAA RTTA, 
go Baa go 1 (2-1-38) 


All the commentators understand this stra, more or less in 
the same way. Sañkarācārya and Madhvacarya treat this sūtra i 


| aa RRL sata A Sag SRO, HST 
mmmn CAA TTS EMA! (S. BSB. 2-1-36). 
2 aema Parag gah (TC. Ill. p. 51). 
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a separate Adhikarana while Ramanujacarya includes this in the 
previous Adhikarana, 


Sankaracarya interprets the satra as follows'. Whereas the 
Brahman is shown to possess all the qualities like omniscience, 
omnipotence etc. necessary to be the cause of the world, the 
doctrine of Upanisads that the Brahman is the cause of the world 
should no longer be doubted. Ramanujacarya interprets the sitra 
in the same way. 


Madhvacarya interprets the sutra as follows. 


adai TAT SATA RTI GAIA ASMA ATH TTT: 
STAR Sca| ART OM: Ya: gaeau ea” sa yaa 
ve: adipi Malad VA aA 


Brahman is conceived as the abode of all auspicious 
ultributes like omniscience, bliss etc. and as being devoid of 
ull the blemishes like grief, enmity etc., because it is quite 
logical i.e. because its logicality has been demonstrated. The 
term ca (in the sätra) indicates that (not only the inference 
but) the Sruti (which tells that) ‘‘the Brahman possesses the 
uttributes, stated (as well as not stated) in the scriptures and 
veven those appearing quite contradictory---’’ also supports 
the view that it is not illogical to hold that Brahman has all 
(he auspicious attributes and is devoid of all the defects. 


In the previous Adhikaranas, some particular cases of 
mpuments against Brahman’s causality of the world and other 
utributes as well as the absence of defects have been considered. 
In this concluding sutra of the Pada, the Sitrakdra makes a general 
attement that there is nothing illogical in accepting Brahman 
w having all the auspicious attributes and devoid of any defects. 


Tag afa EM ERO SATE RAA aL SNA a AE 
aE Aa gala sft | (S. BSB. 2-1-38). 
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In support of the Sutrakāra’s above contention, Madhvacarya 
quotes an appropriate mantra' from Sauparnasruti, which tells 
that, ‘‘there is no doubt that the Supreme Being possesses all the 
auspicious attributes that are expressly stated, not so stated, 
appearing contradictory, conceivable and inconceivable and also 
that He has no defects stated as well as believed by the ignorant’. 


This sūtra clearly goes against the concept of Brahman devoid 
of all attributes’. 


wet 


a 


I qr: Ya: Gea Aa ae shy Aa TET 


Rec aR aa ae: yor nA aM Weal: | (M. BSB. 2-1-38). 
2 g a addaa peA epee) (TC. I. p. 53). 


Chapter IX 
Adhyaya II, Pada 2 
Rimae fede: oe: 1) 


As already said, the purpose of studying the nature and 
attributes of Brahman, the source of creation etc., through 
scriptures, is to get rid of the painful and endless transmigration. 
In the first Adhydya it is shown how the scriptures disclose some 
al the innumerable facets of Brahman’s majesty. Along with this 
system of philosophy, known as Vedanta or Uttaramimamsa, 
there are a number of other doctrines developed and preached by 
various thinkers and philosophers in India. These systems are also 
us old as the Upanisads and some philosophers even claim support 
ul the Upanisads for their teachings. Their aim also is the release 
Irom the painful transmigration (apavarga). Great names like 
Kapila, Gautama, Kanada, Patafijali are associated with these 
whools. They too have some apparent convincing arguments and 
have good followings. With due respects to these philosophers 
and their followers, the Sütrakāra chooses to disclose the flaws 
in these tenets, lest the students of Vedanta may be carried away 
ly them and get confused. Some of the general arguments of these 
doctrines against Veddnta, have been refuted in the previous 
Hada. In this Pada, the Si#trakdra proposes to expose the defects 
in the tenets of these hostile schools, one by one. 


There are two groups of these rival schools’. One is known 
is Haituka or rationalist, and the other as Pasanda or heretical. 
Nhe doctrines viz. Nyaya, Vaisesika, Sankhya, Yoga are known 
w Haituka, while Bauddha, Jaina, Pasupata etc. are known as 
lasanda. 


These rival schools of philosophy are called as Samayas and 
ilwrefore, this Pada is known as Samayapdda. 


| ETA a aE a GAT: | TAATYTATRTI TVET eel AN: AREA) 


iP. RR. 2-2). 
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A 
EE GIR ERESI AUT | 
Sūtras 1-10 of this Pāda are treated as one Adhikarana refuting 
the Sankhya view, by all commentators except Madhvacirya. The 


latter regards the ten siitras as forming five Adhikaranas, refuting 
different shades of Säħkhya school as well as Cārvāka view. 


The Sa@nkhya school is possibly as old as Vedanta and appears 
to have been an influential school, as seen from the references 
to it in Mahabharata’. May be because of this, the Satrakdara takes 
up the Sarkhya system first, for refutation. 


There are two broad divisions of the Sarikhya system, namely 
Nirt§vara-Sankhya and Sesvara-Sankhya. As the name suggests, 
the Nirisvara-Sankhya school does not admit a Supreme Being 
as the creator and controller of the universe. The school recognizes 
two ultimate entities Prakrti and Purusa, i.e. nature and spirit. Il 
holds that the insentient ultimate Prakrti known as Pradhana or 
Milaprakrti? alone evolves into the world spontaneously. Purusa 
is mere sentience, an enjoyer or experient. Purusa is immutable, 
eternal, changeless and is neither a cause nor effect of any other 
thing’. It is entirely passive, all activity being restricted to prakrti ' 
The Purusas are conceived as many’, in fact infinite. Every living 
being is assumed to have an individual Purusa, the self or the 
soul. 


On the other hand, the Sesvara-Sarkhya school led by Patañjall, 
accepts a Supreme Being in addition to the twenty-five principles 
viz. the twenty-four principles comprising Prakrti and its evolutes, 
and the twenty fifth principle Purusa, conceived by the Nirisvarn 
Sāħkhya. The Supreme Being called /svara remains unaffected 


1 OIP, p. 267. 

2 aa J pA: RA AA gep: (SDS-K. p. 355). 

3 MaMaerH: Gees | gereg peeun a eaea fagh 
aafaa: (SDS-K. p. 360). 

4 OIP. p. 279. 

5 OIP. p. 280. 
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by the worldly sufferings, actions and their prospects and 
consequences. He takes a suitable form of His own and impels 
the living beings to do religious and mundane activities. He in 
His mercy obliges the living beings suffering in the world'. But 
unlike the Vedantic /svara, He is external to Prakrti as well as 
lo the individual selves (Purusa)?. 


According to Madhvacarya, in the present Adhikarana, the 
Sttrakara refutes the views of NirtSvara-SaGnkhya school. 


I go THTGIT AGAMA (2-2-1) 


squared? aes aera 
AJANA: A wad gata 14 


The principle called Pradhana (Prakrti) inferentially 
established by the Sd#ikhya cannot be accepted as the creator 
(of the world); for, an insentient Prakrti cannot rationally be 
wccepted as having self-initiated creativity. The particle ca 
Indicates the absence of any evidence for accepting that 
creativity. 


The term Gnumdnam is popularly understood in Vedanta to 
mean Prakrti or Pradhana inferred by the Sarikhya, as explained 
rather (BS. 1-3-3). The Sarkhya believe that this unintelligent 
lakrti develops itself into the world without any help from an 
melligent entity. This contention is not rational, because nowhere 
wwh a thing can be observed. For example, if someone tells 
mother that watches grow like mangoes on trees or are collected 
like diamonds from mines in Switzerland, nobody would believe, 
event the latter has never visited that country; because every sane 


Cow aaan mnda daa wf Aaya- 
TERRACE: Gea: A Rainaa AANE: Fara 
CUA WoRAAAAEhA | (SDS-K. p. 372). 

DIP. P. 282. 
1 PD, 2-2-1. 
V M BSB, 2-2-1. 
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person knows that there has to be an intelligent person behind the 
manufacture of watches and that they cannot develop on their own 
from iron ore. 


Having told that creativity cannot be expected in an insentient 
entity, since it is nowhere observed, the next säātra establishes the 
same contention on account of creative propensity seen in sentient 
beings only. 


, 5 ` 
30 ygd 36 Il (2-2-2) 

e A a ad =e ON =" A ¢ q1 
And (insentient) Pradhāna cannot be a creator because 
the propensity to create things like cloth etc. is observed in 


sentient beings. An activity presupposes volition and only sentient 
being can possess will or wish. 


If one doubts the validity of such a generalization by offeriny 
counter-examples to show activity on the part of insentient 
substances, the next sātra clears this doubt. 


N ` ”~ ` 
do aAA S I (2-2-3) 


SA FA: EÀ gerea TTA TET aT E EA TERA N STAT 
ad aa aa aÀ aAa aÀ areg: gala. 


If it be said that, just as milk curdles by itself and water 
flows of its own accord, the (insentient) Pradhdna can be the 
creator, it is not so. Even in these cases, the activity is caused 
by the Supreme Being, as we know from Srutis. 


Madhvacarya quotes appropriate Srutis in support of the above 
contention. One mantra tells that,' *‘because of Him, milk curdles’’ 
and another says that, ‘‘O Gargi, some rivers flow eastward from 


1 Qa & aa Wl aoe wai! (M. BSB. 2-1-3). 
2 Rea a Fea SAA TT S ae: Saeed adda: vaca: AEA 
ai a a RAJ! (Brha. Up. 3-8-9). 
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the snowy mountains, others flow westward and they keep their 
respective courses, under the mighty rule of this immutable 
Brahman’. The modern science knows that milk ferments into 
curd because of a certain type of beneficent bacteria known as 
‘lactobacilli’, which are sentient microbes. 


Conceding the argument that the activity seen in milk and 
rivers is not self-initiated, since Sruti corroborates the position, 
if the Parvapaksin comes up with another instance like a magnet 
and iron filings, to demonstrate a spontaneous activity on the part 
of insentient things, the next sutra answers the point and concludes 
the discussion, 


ll go Aiea Fo il (2-2-4) 


Gea aU HEANG PAU: Bae AT A BIST Cela: ETT i 
A: SAU, SORA A AEA BETA | 


Since no activity is possible without the participation of 
the Supreme Being, there can be no instance to substantiate 
tn spontaneous activity on the part of an insentient thing). 
Therefore, a self-initiated activity by an insentient (Pradhana) 
is irrelevant. 


Madhvacarya quotes? an appropriate Sruti mantra in support 
ol this view. The mantra says that not the slightest movement or 
wtivity can take place, far or near, anywhere in the world except 
us willed and caused by the Supreme Being? 


By and large, there is agreement among the commentators 
about the purport of these four sdtras, that they refute the self- 
mitiated evolution ascribed by the Sarikhya to the insentient Prakrti. 
Ihough their conclusions are the same, the commentators differ 
iW the exposition and explanation of the sutras. 


| VKM. 2-2-4. 
4d ahad MAR Hes Awad Raed | (RV. 10-112-9). 
Y BNK. I p. 1l, 
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According to Sankaracarya, the first sūtra tells' that an 
insentient entity (like Pradhana) cannot be inferred to be the 
cause of the world because an orderly creation is not possible by 
an insentient thing like a clod or stone. The second sutra says that 
an insentient entity (like Pradhdna) cannot be inferred to be the 
cause of the world also because an insentient Pradhana cannot 
even have the tendency towards any particular activity just as it 
is not seen in clay etc.” Possibly to avoid an apparent repetition 
of ideas in the two sutras, Ramanujacarya reads both the sitras 
together as one sūtra and interprets on similar lines. The third 
sūtra, payo’mbuvaccettatrapi, refutes the Sarkhya’s claim of 
spontaneous activity on the part of the insentient Pradhdna based 
on their illustrations of milk and water. The sitra asserts that in 
those cases too, there is an intelligent principle behind the activity’. 
Sankaracarya has taken the example of milk flowing towards the 
calves and Ramanujacarya assumes it to be the curdling of milk. 
But, while interpreting an earlier stra (BS. 2-1-25), Sankaracarys 
has taken the same example of milk curdling as an instance ol 
automatic transformation of an insentient thing, without the help 
of any external agency. Being aware of this contradiction, he 
explains here that what is told earlier is as per popular belief and 
that being asserted here is the view of scriptures. Yet, such 
conflicting statements confuse the readers. Sankaracarya interprets 
the fourth sutra as follows‘. ‘‘Since, according to the Sankhya, 
Pradhana is the three gunas in equilibrium and there is no othe 
principle which can make it active or inactive, it is impossible 
to know why it should sometimes transform itself into the effects 
of mahat etc., and at other times not. Purusa is indifferent and 
sO Cannot Cause action or cessation from activity. God, on the 


| GAT HAIG: a Bal: a Seiad TERR, ag Hala | Sen EA | 
(S. BSB, 2-2-1). 

2 aÀ Gal: a aria e ga wala Afera ga] i h 
T a AA A EA IA RY TAL (S. BSB. 2-2-2) 

3 A: ana: Ta gR: 1 (S. BSB. 2-2-3). 

4 SRK. p. 369. 
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other hand, as a principle of intelligence, can act or not as he 
chooses’’. Ramanujacarya says? that ‘‘Pradhana guided by the 
Lord explains the alternating states of creation and dissolution 
which are to carry out God’s purposes. Pradhdna which is not 
guided by an intelligent principle cannot account for them’’ 
These interpretations require importation (adhyahara) of a large 
number of words. 


2 FAM TTI | 
ll do BGA A Gilead we (2-2-5) 


MAMTA SMART SETA: STATA, , FRETS THAT HNT- 
amended A gma, qamda qia za a gar 
TEA | 


Since no creation can exist with the support or sustenance 
of anyone except the Supreme Being, and since the very 
existence of all the means of creation like Prakrti etc. depends 
on the Supreme Being as understood by the word ca (in the 
sútra), the Supreme Being cannot be held simply as a 
contributory factor in creation, like the rain, which helps the 
grass etc. to grow. 


A section of the Sarikhya led by Patafijali, known as Sesvara- 
\uikhya, admits the existence of /svara, the Supreme Being, but 
mly as an auxiliary factor to help the Prakrti to develop into the 
world with its own intrinsic potency (ksetrasakti). Their stock 
vxample to substantiate the said doctrine is the growth of grass 
wid other vegetation with the help of rain. This demotion of 
Ivara to a secondary position and assignment of a prominent role 
in Creation to the insentient Prakrti, is not acceptable toVedanta. 
Iherefore, the Satrakdra refutes here the doctrine of Sesvara- 
\inkhya, taking their stock-example itself. Vedanta holds that 
lruhman, the Supreme Being is not merely an external auxiliary 
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factor, but an immanent factor, which impels and regulates every 
creative action. 


Sankaricarya and Ramanujacarya interpret this sdtra as 
follows. It cannot be argued that Pradhdna changes into the world 
just as the grass transforms into milk. It ts only grass that is eaten 
by a cow that changes into milk. It means that there is another 
sentient being. behind the apparently spontaneous activity of 
grass. So we cannot admit the spontaneous modification of 
Pradhana'. The commentators have taken this satra as providing 
another illustration for denying spontaneous modification of 
Pradhana. But this point has been already established earlier in 
this Adhikarana and also many times in other Adhikaranas. The 
sūtra appears superfluous, unless the commentators see some new 
point in it. 


3 SPORTAL | 
do SATS fl (2-2-6) 


weet Aa: | agar Aard aaa, 
PATA: ae a 
TITEL | 


The word ‘artha’ (in the stra) is in the sense of a subject- 
matter as well as an object or purpose. This dogma too stands 
refuted on account of its having neither a subject nor an 
object. It is as self-contradictory as saying ‘‘my mother In 
sterile”. 


According to Madhvacarya this sara refers to the materialistic 
views of the so-called Carvaka school of philosophy. The Carvaku 
is said to accept only perception (pratyaksa) as the means of 
knowledge (pramdna) and therefore he does not accept any super 


1 SRK. p. 369. 
2 VKM. 2-2-6. 
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sensuous things like Brahman, Jivas, merit (punya), demerit (papa), 
heaven, hell etc. He assumes that the physical body is a peculiar 
combination of four gross elements earth, water, fire and air, 
which gets the property of consciousness, just as a combination 
of some chemicals becomes liquor and gets the intoxicating 
property. He assumes that the consciousness disappears with the 
disintegration of the body after death. He believes neither in life 
after death nor in transmigration. The purpose of life, according 
to the so-called Carvaka doctrine, is said to be to maximize 
enjoyment by hook or by crook. 


No one is sure whether such a formal doctrine existed. Some 
ascribe it to a teacher called Brhaspati and Carvaka is said to be 
a disciple. But no such work is extant. References to its tenets 
are available only in their refutation by other schools. The verses 
quoted could be some stray remarks of some intelligent critics, 
disgusted with the excessive ritualism in Vedic religion, in order 
to ridicule the ritualists. The words like Brhaspati (a heavenly 
teacher), Carvdka (sweat-tounged), could have been used ironically 
n a derogatory sense. 


The Carvaka dogma, if any, cannot be refuted on the strength 
ol Sruti (verbal testimony), because he does not accept verbal 
testimony as a means of knowledge. Therefore, the Sutrakdra 
takes a recourse to its internal contradictions. If a dogma is to be 
ucated as a doctrine, then it should have a subject and a purpose 
lur teaching it. The tendency to maximize enjoyment in life is 
instinctive in all creatures and needs no doctrine to be taught. 
Iven if we accept the non-existence of supersensuous entities like 
God, merit (punya) etc. as the subject-matter, and freeing the 
people from the religious superstitions as its purpose, how is 
Curvaka going to accomplish it? Even the non-existence of 
unuperceivable things can be expounded only either through 
wasoning i.e. inference or by authoritative statements from an 
Ayama i.e. verbal testimony. Carvaka does not believe in both. 
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Thus, the dogma is unable to have a proper subject and a purpose, 
and consequently cannot claim to be a doctrine. Therefore, possibly 
the Sdtrakdra thinks it fit to casually brush aside the so-called 
Carvaka doctrine having neither a subject nor a purpose, as self- 
contradictory. 


Sankaracarya interprets this sūtra as follows’. Even if we 
accept the spontaneous activity of Pradhdna, in keeping with 
your faith, still there remains a blemish that such activity would 
be wanting in a purpose. Rāmānujācārya interprets that’, ‘‘even 
admitting that the Pradhdna can be established through inference, 
yet because of the absence of any purpose to be served by it, il 
(Pradhdna) should not be inferred’. 


Sankaracarya treats this sūtra as providing an additional reason, 
i.e. absence of a purpose (arthabhava), for refuting a propensity 
to act on its own, on the part of Pradhdna. If it is so, then the 
word arthdbhavat alone would have sufficed. That could have 
given a cogent exposition as ‘prakrteh pravrttyanupapattih 
arthabhavat’. This makes the words ‘abhyupagame api’ in the 
sūtra redundant". It appears that these commentators see no new 
point beyond Pradhana. On the other hand, Madhvacarya’s 
interpretation looks ingenious. 


4 FOIA | 
ll 3 yR A Paes go (2-2-7 


Sankardcarya interprets the sūtra as follows. ‘‘Even if it by 
said that like a lame man devoid of the power of motion bul 


1 aÑ ATA Had: MEAE: marnaaita saree sgh segues aul 
AÀ agrad Q: Ja? ahaa (S. BSB. 2-2-6). 

2 SAAR TIRES sa SAMA a ag HATA 
(Sribhasya 2-2-8). 

3. Sribhasya - SV. 2-2-8. 

4 agms Feet aaa saad Pia 
(NS. p. 331b) (BNK. Il. p. 16). 
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possessing the power of sight, moves the blind man who is able 
to move but not to see and move of his own or like a magnet, 
not moving itself moves the iron (filings), so the soul moves the 
Pradhdana, we say that this doctrine is not free from difficulties'.”’ 
Ramanujacarya also interprets the s#fra on the same lines. 


Can we assume that the word purusa (person) in the sūtra 
hints to the illustration of a pair of a lame person and a blind one 
and that the word asma (stone) suggests the example of a magnet? 
No doubt, these are the stock examples used to explain the Sarikhya 
doctrine. But, when the self-initiated creativity on the part of 
insentient Pradhdna has been convincingly refuted in the first and 
the second sitras of this Pada and the same has been substantiated 
by refuting their examples of milk and water in the third sutra, 
is it necessary to discuss the other examples used by the Sankhya 
also, in such a concise work? 


The next stra angitvanupapattesca is interpreted by 
Sankuracarya as follows. ‘*Pradhana can not be active as the 
three gunas, sativa, rajas and tamas abide in themselves in a state 
of equipoise without standing to one another in the relation of 
principal and subordinate’. For activity the equipoise should be 
disturbed. There is no external principle to stir up the gunas*.”’ 
But, this very argument that’, “‘the original disturbance of the 
three gunas of Prakrti from the condition of equipoise, which is 
essential for the creative manifestation of the world can not be 
due to the unintelligent Pradhdna itself **’, has been put forth by 


| SRK. p. 370. 


a are! (S. BSB. 2-2-8). 
“SRK. p. 371. 
| mea mad TA; aeaa Al ga: - aaen, gA: ARTA, 


AETA, aRTeRTA RANGA AY A AATA IAA AARE ITÀ | 
IS. BSB. 2-2-2). 
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Sankaracarya while interpreting an earlier sātra ‘pravrttesca' 
(B. S. 2-2-2). This renders the present sutra redundant. 


Rāmānujācārya interprets the two sitras in the same way and 
with the same examples and further says, ‘‘in the pralaya state 
there is no relation of superiority and subordination among the 
gunas and so the world can not originate. If it be said that there 
is a certain inequality even in the state of pralaya, then creation 
would be eternal ’!. 


Madhvacarya has given a different interpretation of these 
sittras. The doctrine of NirtSvara-SGnkhya that the insentient 
Pradhana alone evolves into the worid on its own, has been 
refuted in the first four sutras of this Pdda. According to 
Madhvacarya, there are two more shades of NiriSvara-Sarikhya 
to be refuted. One holds that the insentient Prakrti evolves into 
creation in the presence (sdannidhya) of Purusa (Jiva) as a catalyst. 
Here, the Purusa has a subordinate (upasarjana) status, as an 
assistant or contributor. This view is being refuted in this 
Adhikarana’. The other view holds that Prakrti occupies the 
subordinate position and Purusa takes the chief role in the evolution 
of the world’. This view is being refuted in the next Adhikarana’ 


The exposition of the sūtra (2-2-7) is as follows. 


Geary aes Tee ANNA SAT” dad, Tar 
TRC eee Aa aud A IRAR: | 


If it be said that just as the (unintelligent) body performs 
such acts as fetching a stone, because of its (body’s) association 
with the intelligent self, in the same way the Prakrti also 
evolves the world, on account of the presence of individuul 
soul (Jiva) in the vicinity, even then the short-comings told 


1 SRK. p. 371, 

2 FANT fd | (M. BSB. 2-2-7) 
3 BNK. Il. p. 22. 
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IFAARA ARAN | (M. BSB. 2-2-9). 
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earlier can not be overcome. As told earlier (BS. 2-2-4) with 
the help of Sruti ‘na rte.....’ that no activity is possible without 
the participation of the Supreme Being, even the activity on the 
part of the body here is subject to the Supreme Being, and therefore 
the illustration adduced by the Purvapaksin can not prove the 
creation of the world by the Prakrti. 


Since the Sdrikhya rely more on logic than on Sruti, the 
Sitrakara uses reasoning in the next sétra to refute the contention 
of the Sa@ikhya and to reach the same conclusion. 


go aag: go (2-2-8) 
F: 


If the Jiva (purusa) is considered as subordinate (to body), 
then the universally experienced primacy of Jiva in relation 
to body becomes untenable and therefore the illustration of 
man fetching stone is not befitting. It cannot prove activity on 
the part of body as a primary agent. 


5 TMG ACAI | 
. aA A aN » 
ll go aAA A AMSAT, % I 


229) 
HRT ONT Srey Sat Sec: Toda AA 
WCAG ed: | ga: TARA! eA Feyeg a 3 
irae | 


Even if it be inferred in the reverse way, i.e. if the Jiva 
is conceived in the principal role and Prakrti in a subordinate 
position, the primacy of the Jiva (in the evolution of the world) 
is not tenable on account of the inability on the part of the 
sentient principle Purusa to get connected with Prakrti (without 
the help of the Supreme Being). 


| alate Stal St: Aha: | sponte: Hs 1 (Panini 3-1-135). 
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In Sdikhya doctrine, Purusa being mere sentience and entirely 
passive, has no physical body of his own to become connected 
with Prakrti and to operate it' If it is assumed? that the Purusa 
undertakes the activity with the assistance of the body, then a 
question arises whether Purusa has the capacity to undertake the 
activity or not. In case, he has the capacity, there is no need of 
the assistance of the body. If he has no capacity, then the major 
role ascribed to Purusa becomes untenable, because mere sentience 
is incapable of connecting itself to a body. In any case, there is 
a need for accepting a Supreme Being, /svara, and it can only 
be by His active impulsion that Purusa can energize Prakrti and 
make it serve as his Upasarjana (assistant). 


Sankaracarya interprets this sittra as follows’. 


If it be differently inferred that the gunas (sattva, rajas and 
tamas) being unsteady, are capable of entering into ‘a relation of 
mutual, inequality even while they are in a state of equipoise’, 
even then the defects such as the inability of Pradhdna to create 
an orderly world etc., told earlier, still remain on account of the 
absence of the faculty of understanding (jAasaktiviyogat) on the 
part of Pradhana. Ramanujacarya also interprets on similar lines. 
But, since these concepts have been discussed in many sdtras 
earlier, there is no new point established in this siéfra. 


Having refuted the various shades of Sdikhya doctrine 
individually, in the previous nine sétras, the next sutra concludes 
the discussion by refuting all the shades of Sãäkhya in one stroke. 


1 BNK. Il. p. 22. 

: Gea: sade A AÀ È gee RaR: sia a ari a Ra ah 
TAR | aff a af: aR enka aga Hd aed RRA gawd 
AFTA! (TP. 2-2-9). 
BNK. Il. p. 22. 
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ALAS 


30 AISNEAN, 2 I (2-2-10) 
adyo RAe FT SARAT, AAA |! 


The (Sankhya) doctrine, which does not accept the primacy 
and supremacy of the Lord (/svara) is improper and absurd 
because it is contrary to Sruti, Smrti and logic. 


Sankaracarya holds that this sétra rejects the Sankhya doctrine 
as improper on account of a number of discrepancies in it’, 
regarding the number of sense-organs, the manner of evolution 
of certain principles and such other details. ‘‘Such discrepancies 
ure also to be found in the Vedantic sources. The Sarikhya also 
could explain them in the same way as the Vedantin would 
explain such discrepancies. They do not, therefore, call for a 
vensure’’?, 


Ramajujacarya also holds the Sāřńkhya doctrine as unreasonable 
on account of its internal contradictions. But he points out 
a number of their philosophical inconsistencies. Then he says’, 
"therefore, on account of such contradictions, the doctrine of 
the Sãħkhya is absurd’’. Incidentally Ramanujacarya criticizes 
Advaita Vedanta also. He remarks - ‘*As to those also, who speak 
ol Brahman which is immutable, eternal, attributeless, self- 
iltumining and pure consciousness, as the resort of unreal 
bondage and salvation, being the witness of Avidya - in their 
vise also there is nothing but absurdity, on account of the 
impossibility of (Brahman) being the witness of Avidyd, 
superimposition etc. by the reasoning mentioned before. There 
in, however, this further speciality (about this Advaita view) - the 
lollowers of the Sankhya admit many purusas to account for birth, 


| M. BSB. 2-2-10. 

 qreategeg ad area, wegga: - ahaa, aAa agni 
war iy (S. BSB. 2-2-10). 
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death etc., but they (the Advaitins) do not want even that- and so, 
the absurdity is al] the greater”! 


ANAM 


6 AANA | 


All the commentators except Sankaracarya, treat sātras 
11-17 of this Pada, as refuting the views of Nydya-Vaisesika 
schools of Indian philosophy. Sankaracarya holds sūtra 11 as 
forming a separate Adhikarana and the remaining six as directed 
against theVaisesika. 


The Vaisesika system is a rational system of philosophy 
based on an analytical approach like that of modern scientists. In 
this system, everything in the world whatsoever, perceived or 
conceived, is termed as a padartha. Pada means a word and artha 
means a thing or entity. Therefore paddrtha means a thing, which 
can be referred to by a word. The system holds that everything 
knowable is namable. The Vaisesika classify all the padarthas in 
the world into seven categories. The first three namely substance 
(dravya), quality (guna), and action (karman) are tangible. The 
next three viz. generality (s@mdnya), particularity (visesa) and 
intimate union (samavdaya) are relational and are conceivable. The 
seventh category is negation (abhdva), which is also conceivable. 


The category of substance has been sub-divided into nine 
things, which include corporeal things viz. earth, water, fire and 
air, and non-corporeal things viz. ether, time, space, self (soul) 
and manas (an instrument of.cognition). Under the category ol 
quality, twenty-four qualities of substances like colour (rāpa), 
taste (rasa), odour (gandha) etc. have been enumerated. Action 
is of five kinds, namely tossing upwards, dropping downwards, 
contraction, expansion and motion in general. The generality 1s 


| às gea TA ARTISTA ATA HTT ATT Tel AAA 
TTA roel TATA aeei | gated feats: -.. ate 
THAT ae agaia A g aay Axa JAURES | 
(Sribhisya- RDK. 2-2-9). 
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the common attribute amongst a class of substances, qualities and 
actions. Particularity is the characteristic property of eternal 
substances, which distinguishes them from the rest. Samavdya is 
the intimate and inseparable union between two things, so that 
they cannot be separated without destroying at least one of them. 
Samavadya is supposed to exist between only five pairs of things 
viz. (1) the product and its parts (avayvavavayavinau), (2) the 
quality and the qualified (gunaguninau), (3) the motion and the 
moving (kriyakriyavantau), (4) the individual and the common 
characteristic (/@tivyakti), and (5) the particularity and the eternal 
substances in which it inheres (visesanityadravye)'. Abhdva is the 
non-existence of a thing. 


The Nydya system accepts al] these categories of paddartha 
and puts them under one head called ‘prameya’, i.e. that which 
can be known or is known or worth knowing. The Naiydyikas 
have evolved a rigorous logical system of understanding things, 
under sixteen heads or topics namely pramdna (means of 
knowledge), prameya (the knowable), samsaya (doubt), prayojana 
(aim) etc. Therefore, it is said that ‘‘the Vaisesika views the world 
from the ontological point while the Nydya does so from the 
vpistemological’’?. 


The Vaisesika concept of cause and effect is as follows : The 
Saikhya and the Vedanta schools recognize two kinds of causes 
behind an effect, namely the material cause (upādāna-kārana) 
and the instrumental cause (a!mittakdrana). But in this Vaisesika 
doctrine, there are three kinds of causes? viz. (1) intimate 
(samavāyi), (2) non-intimate (asamavayi) and (3) instrumental 
(nimitta). The instrumental cause is common to all three schools 
mentioned here. But, the material cause of the Sarikhya and the 
Vedanta, appears to have been named as samavdyi cause, in this 


| Tarka - MRB. p. 96. 
? OIP. p. 245. 
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doctrine. The samavayi cause i.e. the intimate cause! is ‘that, in 
inseparable union with which, the effect is produced’’. In simple 
words, this is the material cause. The asamavayi cause i.e. the 
non-intimate cause? is defined as the ‘‘one, which is inseparably 
united in the same object either with the effect or with the (intimate) 
cause’”™*. This term asamavayikarana is rather misleading. Literally 
it means that which is nol samavayikarana (material cause). 
Therefore, it connotes the instrumental cause itself. But here, the 
concept is different. The asamavayikarana is seen as a link between 
the material cause and the product. The samavayikdarana is always 
some substance and the asamavdayikarana is an action (karman) 
done on, or a quality of that material. For example, the bricks are 
the material cause (samavayikarana) of a wall. But the arrangement 
of bricks in the necessary formation is the asamavayikdrana of 
the wall. Further, the colour of the bricks is the asamavayikarana 
of the colour of the wall. This hair-splitting of the material cause 
has not been accepted by the Veddntins and the modern science. 
The next sutra is going to refute this concept and to tell that there 
is no such thing as an asamavdyikarana. 


The Nydya-Vaisesika postulate that every visible substance 
is composed of parts, and every object having parts is divisible. 
Therefore, a visible thing can be divided and subdivided 
repeatedly. This division cannot go on endlessly as otherwise 
there is a possibility of ending up in regressus ad infinitum 
(anavastha). They assume a stop at a stage when one gets minute 
particles called atoms (paramdnu). These ultimate particles are 
all assumed to be indivisible and of equal magnitude. An atom 
is assumed to be globular, but having neither an interior nor 
an exterior. The atoms exhibit all the properties of their respective 
substances. The Vaisesika hold that all the four corporeal 


| aand Bayt AAAA (Tarka - 40). 
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substances, earth etc., are eternal in the form of atoms and 
perishable in other forms. 


The Vaisesika accept the existence of a Supreme Being and 
assign Him a prominent role in creation. They argue that *‘every 
cffect must have an agent; the universe is an effect and therefore 
it must have an agent’’'. This agent is called Paramatman, the 
Supreme Being. They hold Him to be omnipresent and eternal 
and classify Him under the category of souls. He is ascribed with 
universal and perfect knowledge and will to create, protect and 
destroy the universe and to create it again. 


The origination of objects and creation of the world, according 
to the Vaisesika is as follows : They hold that after a dissolution 
(pralaya) when everything gets annihilated, and before the next 
creation, what continue to exist are the four corporeal substances 
carth etc. in their atomic form, the souls, time and space as well 
as the non-eternal principles like merit and demerit, the potencies 
of karman pertaining to the souls’. When the Supreme Being 
desires to create the world, the merits and demerits imbedded in 
the individual souls are activised and the free atoms coming into 
contact with the souls, get attracted to one another’. This motion 
of atoms impelled by Paramatman’s will, produces conjunction 
of atoms to form dyads, triads, quaternaries and so on. Two atoms 
of a substance, say earth, come together and form a dyad 
(dvyanuka). It is still infinitesimal and supersensuous. Three such 
dyads produce a triad (tryanuka) comprising six atoms, which is 
the minimum visible entity comparable to a mote‘ in a sunbeam. 
l'our dyads produce a quaternary (caturanuka) comprising eight 
atoms. There is another view that four triads produce a quaternary 
comprising twenty-four atoms. These quaternaries produce parts 


| frcagaies adored sree) IR denga get ge: | (Tarka - YVA. p.138). 
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and then masses of earth, water, fire and air. When the Supreme 
Being desires to dissolve the world, the union of parts, quaternaries, 
triads and dyads is dissolved and finally the atoms forming dyads 
are dissociated. 


In this doctrine, the quality of dimension (size, parimdna) is 
of four kinds. They are minuteness (anutva), longitude (dirghatva) 
magnitude (mahatrva)', and shortness (hrasvatva). An atom by 
definition is infinitesimal (atisiksma), and immeasurable. Hence, 
its minuteness (anutva) is assigned a dimension technically called 
as parimdndalya. A dyad (dvyanuka) is still infinitesimal, and yet 
it has length but no breadth. It has minuteness and shortness. The 
triad and quaternary and their further compounds have all the 
three dimensions and therefore have magnitude and longitude. All 
are comparative terms. 


n % Adal ARESTA, HI 
(2-2-11) 


aqa nead? Aia A TRA aga Ra aA 
aa SAA TRANSAT A RTA Tea RATT See | 
A Medi AGM Gaal: AY a Ste AARU? 


Just as from the dimension, magnitude and longitude (of 
the triads), corresponding dimensions are generated in the 
products quaternary etc., similarly from the dimensions, the 
shortness (of dyads) and the minuteness (parimandalya of 


l The term mahat used here should not be confused with that mentioned in the 
Sdnkhya theory of evolution- Prakrti-Mahat-Ahankéra-Manas etc., where the term 
signifies the total (mucro) intelligence (buddhi). Here it simply signifies the physical 
attribute of magnitude, bigness. 

2 Gergen afd: RART: an Amal ‘aa a (Panini 5-1-116) ZEWN 
MARATA TAITAIA | (TDK. 2-2-11). The suffix var is taken as having been 
added to the terms mahat and dirgha in their abstract sense and in the ablative 
sense, on account of the ablative case-ending of the other corresponding ternis in 
the sūra. The vyākarana sūtra 'tatra tasyeva’ represents the usual practice ol 
suffixing var in the genitive and locative senses, but here it is a special case 

3 M. BSB. 2-2-11. 
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atoms), the corresponding dimensions should be generated in 
their respective products. The term vd in the sūtra suggests 
that otherwise there is no other reason why these magnitude 
and longitude of triads should produce the corresponding 
dimensions in the products, quaternary etc. 


According to Madhvacarya, the Satrakdra is making a counter- 
argument here and thereby he is pointing towards the illogicality 
of the dogmas of the Nyaya-Vaisesika school. The Vaisesika 
admit the axiom that the qualities inherent in causal substances 
generate similar corresponding qualities in their products, as white 
cloth is seen being produced from white yarn and nothing contrary 
to that is observed'. Accordingly they hold that the magnitude and 
longitude of quaternary and other higher products are caused by 
the similar qualities in their constituent triads. However, they 
make an exception of the atoms, dyads and triads. In their doctrine, 
the magnitude and longitude of a triad are not caused by the 
corresponding qualities in the constituent dyads (since the dyads 
do not have those qualities), but they are caused by the number 
i\e. manyness (bahutva) of the constituent atoms. Similarly, the 
shortness (hrasvatva) of a dyad is caused by the duality (dvitva) 
of its constituent atoms and not by the shortness of atoms, which 
quality the atoms do not have. In their terminology, the Vaisesika 
explain the above statements as follows. The mahattva and 
dirghatva of triads are the asamavdyikdrana (non-material cause) 
of the mahattva and dirghatva of the quaternary and other higher 
products. On the other hand, the dvitva (duality) of atoms is the 
axamavayikdrana of hrasvatva of the dyad, and the bahutva 
(manyness) of the dyads constituting the triad is the 
avxamavayikarana of mahattva and dirghatva of that triad. 


The present sara questions this double standard and 
inconsistency in the Vaisesika theory. It avers that if the dimensions 


| are GRRL SPIT: - PRERA TOM: Hagel HATA A, 
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of triads produce similar dimensions in their products, quaternary 
and other higher products, then by the same principle, the 
dimensions of atoms should produce similar dimensions in dyads 
and the dimensions of dyads should produce similar dimensions 
in triads. This is not seen to be the case in Vaisesika theory of 
creation. Moreover, the number and dimension belong to two 
different classes of quality. So it does not stand to reason that a 
quality belonging to one class generates a quality falling in another 
class. For example, if one argues that colour can generate smell 
or smell can produce length, it could be the limit of inconsistency. 
Therefore, the whole concept of asamavdyikdrana is held illogical". 


Ramanujacarya takes the word vd in the sūtra in the sense 
of ‘and’*. On the strength of this, he repeats (anuvrtti), the word 
asamafijasam from the previous sätra and establishes that the 
atomic theory of the Vaisesika is also absurd. ‘‘Ramanujacarya 
and Nimbarkacarya hold that this stra refutes the theory of atoms 
constituting the universal cause. If the atoms consist of parts, 
there will result an infinite regress, if they are without parts, they 
cannot account for the production of other evolutes. The atomic 
view is untenable’’?. 


Sankaracdrya treats this sūtra as a separate Adhikarana and 
interprets it on different lines. He assumes the Vaisesika as the 
Puarvapaksin who argues‘ that if the sentient Brahman is fancied 
to be the cause of the world, then sentiency should be present 
(everywhere) in the effect i.e. the world. But it is not seen. 
Therefore, the sentient Brahman cannot be the cause of the world 
The sūtra answers the objection. ‘‘According to the Vaisesika, 
from spherical atoms binary compounds are produced which are 
minute and short and ternary compounds which are big and long 


| a: aan am a eaa sia REI (TP. 2-2-11). 

2 amami | (Sribhdsya 2-2-10). 
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but not anything spherical; again from binary compounds which 
ure minute and short, ternary compounds, etc. are produced which 
are big and long and not minute and short. So a non-intelligent 
world may spring from intelligent Brahman’’'. 


This interpretation renders the sutra ‘odd one out’ in the 
company of other sutras of this Pada, which refute one or the 
other of the several doctrines opposed to Vedanta. Moreover, this 
controversy about the difference of nature between the cause and 
effect has been already discussed threadbare by Sankaracarya in 
‘na vilaksanatvadhikarana (BS. 2-1-4 to 11), in the previous 
Pada only. The same discussion here again would be a repetition. 


Having refuted the concept of asamavdyikarana in this sūtra 
the Satrakara proceeds to refute the VaiSesika concept of 
instrumental cause (nimittakdrana) in the next sūtra. 


go DAMS A aAA: Fo it (2-2-12) 
DT AY aA BA Aa: AAT: | 


The sdtra literally means that ‘‘in case of both the alternatives, 
activity is not possible, and therefore it cannot happen’’. The 
Sutrakdra talks in terms of pronouns only. It is left to the 
commentators to guess the nouns for which these pronouns stand. 
Naturally, different commentators have guessed differently and 
interpreted sutra according to their convenience. It is more difficult 
tor Sankaracarya to find the referents of these pronouns because 
according to him, this is the first siétra of the Adhikarana. Since 
this Adhikarana 1s meant to refute the Vaisesika doctrine, all the 
vommentators agree that this satra refutes the Vaisesika theory 
of creation. The word ‘tad’ in the sitra is taken to refer to the 
sication. 


According to Sankardcdrya, the present sātra refutes the 
Vaisesika theory of creation and dissolution. Based on the pronoun 


| SRK. p. 373. 
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ubhayatha, he puts forth two propositions to counter the Vaisesika 
theory. First he questions how the initial motion in the atoms 
starts before creation. He argues that motion presupposes an 
action, and action implies an effort on the part of the soul or an 
impact of something like wind. But both are not possible since 
during the state of dissolution neither the soul could have a body 
to enable it to make an effort nor there could be any evolved 
product like wind to cause impact. Thus, creation from atoms 
cannot be proved. Sankardcarya considers another alternative. If 
adrsta i.e. the accumulation of merits and demerits is taken as 
the cause of initial motion of atoms, then, he questions, where 
does it reside, in the soul or in the atoms? Moreover, adrsta being 
insentient, cannot impel itself or any other entity without the 
supervision of a sentient principle. And in the state of dissolution, 
even the soul is yet to get sentiency and hence remains insentient’. 
Thus, in both the cases (ubhayathda api), there is no instrumental 
cause for any action on the part of atoms either for their conjunction 
or disjunction’. Therefore, in the absence of conjunction and 
disjunction of atoms, there can be neither creation nor dissolution. 
Hence, the Vaisesika theory of creation cannot be established. 


Similarly, Ramanujacarya also asks the same question that 
if the atoms are set in motion by the adrsta, where in does the 
adrsta reside? Does it inhere in the atoms or the souls? He then 
concludes that in either case (ubhayatha api) the creation cannot 
be explained. 


All this discussion appears far-fetched and superfluous. When 
the Vaisesika hold that the initial motion of atoms is impelled by 
the will of the Supreme Being, there is no point in asking whether 
it is the effort on the part of souls or an impact of something that 
sets the atoms in motion. Similarly, when the Vaisesika profess 
that the adrsta is imbedded in the individual soul and is activisel 


| SHA: a aq ACO AAA, NIAAA (S. BSB. 2-2-12). 
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(S. BSB. 2-2-12). 


|US.2-2-12] BRAHMAN IN BRAMHASUTRAS 347 


by the ever-sentient Paramdtman, there is no need to ask where 
does the adrsta reside and who impels it. 


Possibly because in the immediately preceding stra the 
concept of asamavayikdrana is refuted, Madhvacarya holds that 
in the present sūtra, the Satrakara refutes the Vaisesika concept 
of the remaining Nimittakarana. The exposition of the sūtra, 
according to Madhvacarya is as follows: 


PAN ay dro: AAAA al a ae TTY 
fea a areata) Aa: dela: Dear: 1 


In both the cases, that is whether the will of the Supreme 
cing is taken as eternal or fleeting, there is no possibility of 
any action on the part of atoms and therefore there is no 
possibility of creating dyads and so on. 


The Vaisfesika accept that the instrumental cause 
(nimittakadrana) for the motion induced in the atoms, is the will 
of the Supreme Being. Now, this will can be either eternal or 
occasional. If the Paramdatman’s will is taken as eternal, then it 
means that during the state of dissolution there is no movement 
induced in the atoms in spite of the presence of that will. Therefore, 
it becomes fallacious to hold the Paramdtman’s will as the cause 
al activity in atoms’. On the other hand, if the Paramdtman’s will 
is assumed to be occasional, then we have to find a cause for that 
will and another cause for that cause and so on; thus we will end 
upin an infinite regression. Therefore, one may have to conclude 
(hat it is not proper to hold the will of the Supreme Being as 
the cause of activity in the atoms and the cause of subsequent 
creation’, 


One may wonder that when the Sätrakāra himself has defined 
ihe Supreme Being as the One from whom the creation etc. of 


1 VKM. 2-2-12. 


haa aà aai aang maiga anA aed) (TDK. 2-2-12). 
| Fea aaea aeaaea, RSM: ded A THA (TDK. 2-2-12) 
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the world proceed (BS. 1-1-2), why does he refute the Vaisesika 
concept that creation commences by the will of the Supreme 
Being. He refutes the Vaisesika concept of Paramatman because 
it differs from that in Vedanta. The Vaisesika establish the existence 
of Paramdtman through inference and not through revelation 
(Sruti) as in the Vedanta. While doing so, they make certain 
assumptions such as (i) every effect must have a cause, (ii) every 
product must have an intelligent producer, (iii) this world is a 
product and (iv) its producer must be an extraordinary being’. 
Because of such assumptions, they run into controversies. 
Moreover, they ascribe the Paramdtman with only eight special 
qualities (out of twenty-four qualities conceived in their doctrine), 
namely, number, dimension, severality, conjunction, disjunction, 
intellect, desire and effort’. They are not unanimous on whether 
their Paramatman has pleasure or He is simply devoid of pain. 
Thus, the Nvdya-Vaisesika present a very limited concept of 
Paramdatman. 


This is opposed by the Vedanta. Based on Sruti, the Vedanta 
holds that the Supreme Being is endowed with all the powers and 
therefore all things can happen’. In spite of the presence of the 
Paramaiman’s will (to create) during the state of dissolution, 
there could be no activity etc. because of Paramatman’ s inscrutable 
power of accomplishing the unaccomplishable (acintyasakti)*. 
The term acintyasakti conveys a special ability to induce and 
manifest a power, similar to that of a snake-charmer who can 
make a cobra to expand its hood, without which the serpent 
cannot expand it in spite of its perpetual desire to do so’. Thus, 
the Paramdtman’s will, as conceived by the Veddnta, is not just 
a physical power to induce motion in atoms like the magnetic 


1 Tarka.- YVA. p. 138. 

2 Tarka.- YVA. p. 142. 

3 Rene g adda udaka: Bae 399 | (M. BSB. 2-2-12). 

4 Beara dRo agaa: aiea: Ta IÀ: (TP. 2-2-12). 

s afaecauinada Aea a ga: aa ca adea qoftarnmeentean 
ahaaa oa: SA | (GDK. 2-2-12). 
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power, which induces motion in iron filings. Therefore, the 
Satrakara refutes the Vaisesika concept of Paramātman’s will as 
the instrumental cause of movement in atoms and the resultant 
creation. 


The next sūtra refutes the cardinal concepts samavaya and 
samavayikarana in Nyaya-Vaisesika doctrine. 


t 3 Aqa airaledaiead : Š Il 
(2-2-13) 


aama anara aa aea a acara 
= aaa: A ACHAT! 


Since a samavaya relation has been accepted (by the 
Vaisesika,) between the cause and the effect etc. (as they are 
considered different from each other), and since this samavaya 
relation itself is different from the cause and effect, it requires 
another samavaya relation (to connect it to the cause and 
effect) and so on; it leads to infinite regress and it has no 
justification. 


All the commentators are unanimous in refuting the Vaisesika 
concepts of samavdya, samavayikdrana and their theory of creation. 
The inseparable and intimate union between two things like cause 
and effect, whole and part, a quality and the qualified etc. is called 
as samavaya relation in Vaisesika doctrine. In this relation, there 
is always a visesana-vifesya-bhava as in the case of a clay-jar, 
lor example. The clay and the jar are two distinct things and the 
clay particularizes the jar and tells that it is a jar made of clay 
und not of silver, Similarly, in the case of a blue-lotus, blueness 
is distinct from lotus and it particularizes the lotus. The Vaisesika 
accept a samavdaya relation between clay and jar, blueness and 
lotus etc. By the same logic’, samavdya particularizes the pairs, 


| - BSB. 2-2-13. 


Rad: saaan RARA SAE Ta Ae: Tom A 
a qa a: an aM aaen aa aaaea gale 
fratematenrataraa 


GAARA ATL | (TP. 2-2-13). 
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clay and jar, blueness and lotus etc. and tells that they are 
inseparably connected pairs. Therefore, this samavaya also requires 
another samavaya relation to connect it to the pair it particularizes. 
Similarly, this second samavaya requires a third one and so on 
ad infinitum. There is no justification for such endless regression. 
If it be said that there is no need for such regression since the 
samavaya itself is capable of expressing the visesana-visesya- 
bhava between the pairs, the whole and the part etc., it cannot 
be accepted; because in that case the material like clay and the 
quality like blueness etc. can also be held as capable of describing 
their relation with their relata. One may argue that unlike the clay, 
which is a material or the blueness, which is a quality, samavāya 
itself is-a relation and therefore has the capacity to express the 
relation. But in the case of samyoga (conjunction), which is also 
a relation, though not inseparable, the Vaisesika hold that it is a 
quality and it relates to the things it conjoins by samavaya relation. 
Thus, the concepts of samavdya and samavayikdrana are 
inconsistent and superfluous and hence the Siitrakara rejects them. 


Having rejected the three types of causes, samavayikarana, 
asamavayikarana and nimittakarana, conceived by the Vaisesika 
and having refuted their theory of creation, the Satrakdra refutes 
their theory of dissolution (pralaya) in the next sūtra. 


go Aea a Aaa. 2 I (2-2-14) 


ora Fed wad Mead 4 ae Raa g 
HEA, AHA: | 


Since the will of the Supreme Being (which is the 
instrumental cause) and the atoms (which are the material 
cause) and other causes are (considered by the Vaisesika as) 
eternal, there will be the contingency of creation all the time 
and no dissolution at any time. 


Sankardcirya considers four alternatives. ‘‘The atoms may be 
essentially active or non-active or both or neither. If active, there 
will be no dissolution. If non-active, there would be no creation. 
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Their being both is impossible because of mutual contradiction. 
If they were neither, their activity or non-activity would depend 
on an operative cause. Such causes as adrsta being in proximity 
to the atoms, permanent activity would result. If they are not 
operative causes, permanent non-activity will result. So the atomist 
view is untenable’’'. But there is no hint in the sūtra for a discussion 
on the alternatives, as there is in ‘Ubhayathd ca..... (BS. 2-2-12, 
16 or 23)’. 


Ramanujacarya says that if the samavāya relation is eternal, 
that to which the relation belongs is also eternal and so the world 
is eternal’. This is absurd’. 


So far, the Vaisesika theory of creation is discussed, accepting 
their assumption that the atoms are eternal, and shown to be 
untenable. Now, the Sūtrakāra is going to show in the next sūtra 
that the atoms cannot be assumed to be eternal. 


P A A sine e 
I 3% uA AAA aAA F ll (2-2-15) 
fka ~e A i “AN ~ A i : A 
aA | Aq SUA ag AAA aft aA gaid 
Moreover, since the atoms of earth etc. are having physical 
characteristics like colour, taste etc. they become impermanent, 


contrary to being eternal. Whatever has colour etc. that is 
lmpermanent as seen in a clay-jar etc. 


All the commentators agree on the purport of this sdtra. 


One may argue that the atoms may be eternal in spite of 
having colour etc., or they may be impermanent, but what is the 
harm in their being so? The next sūtra answers. 


1 SRK. p. 375. 

| aa DERN a gael ea TNs! (TC. Il. p. 65). 

\ SRK. p. 375. 

( ame deeded dacaideaed dafewa: aa: FT ea vara, ae! 
(Sribhasya 2-2-13). 


352 BRAHMAN IN BRAMHASUTRAS [BS.2-2-16] 
= A 3, 
Ngo JAN a aNd, 3 Il (2-2-16) 
RA AA R: À amaA: A aAA 
qana: gd SHIT F Wea aÀ aadd!’ 

In case the atoms are assumed to be eternal (despite their 
having colour etc.) then things like clay-jar also will have to 
be accepted as permanent; and if the atoms are assumed to 
be impermanent (i.e. created) then in the absence of any 
concept of a cause for creation of atoms (in Vaisesika doctrine), 


there will be no production of atoms. Thus, in both the cases, 
the doctrine would be defective. 


Sankardcarya interprets this sūtra differently as follows. Out 
of four characteristics namely smell, taste, colour and touch, the 
earth has all the four and it is gross, water has three and it is fine, 
fire has two and it is finer and air has one and it is the finest. 
In Vaisesika doctrine, the atoms have all the properties of their 
respective elements. If some atoms possess more qualities, then 
their size must be bigger and therefore they will cease to be atoms. 
If the atoms are assumed to possess same number of qualities, 
then they cannot be representative of the properties of their 
respective elements. Therefore, the atomic theory (of the Vaisesika) 
is untenable. 


In the above discussion, Sankaracarya assumes that size 
varies directly with the number of qualities, which is hypothetical 
and not always true’. Moreover, it has been observed under 
BS. 2-2-11 earlier that a quality belonging to one class cannot 
generate a quality falling in another class. Therefore, qualities like 
colour, taste, smell, touch and their number cannot be expected 
to generate or modify another quality namely dimension 
(parimana) in this case. Therefore, the interpretation is farfetched 
and unconvincing. 


1 VKM. 2-2-16. 


2 già Ramm: | (TC. Ill. p. 66). 
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According to Ramanujacarya, if atoms are said to have colour 
etc. then they would cease to be eternal, and if the atoms are 
assumed to possess no colour etc. then one cannot account for 
the colour etc. of the effects, namely earth etc. Thus, the doctrine 
is defective in both the cases and hence it is absurd. 


The next sūtra offers another reason for rejecting the Vaisesika 
doctrine. 


t 3 aqaa AAAA i (2-2-17) 


qanana ea yarada aeea A NAA SATE 
sagi JAI 
The Vaisesika doctrine that the world is created from the 


atoms is worth disregarding entirely because it is not approved 
hy Sruti etc. and it contradicts them. 


All the commentators agree on the purport of this sätra. 
7 Aaa | 

In this Adhikarana and the next two, the Sdtrakdra discusses 
the tenets of another great world religion known as Buddhism, 
vis-a-vis his Vedic concepts of Brahman and the creation. This 
wligion originated from Indian thought in sixth century B.C. It 
wits founded by the great thinker Siddhartha Gautama, who later 
same to be known as Buddha, which means the ‘awakened one’. 
l'very religion has two facets, one theoretical and the other practical. 
Nuddha is said to have kept himself to the practical side of 
whgion and taught his disciples the "knowledge of the truth 
which had brought him illumination and freedom" and how to 
Iad a life in order to get rid of the suffering that afflicted mankind’. 


lie did not write anything. It is later, about three hundred years 
alter him, Buddha’s followers compiled the teachings ascribed 


1 OIP. p. 134 
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to Buddha and put them in writing in Pali, a dialect of Magadha 
(i.e. now Bihar). These compilations show the influence of thoughts 
that existed even before Buddha and those that appeared after 
him, as well as of the Upanisads'. This system of philosophy is 
known as Theravdda, i.e. the doctrine of the elders. 


This doctrine holds that the world is full of suffering and the 
aim of man is to escape from it. It accepts only two means of 
getting knowledge (pramdnas) namely perception and reasoning. 
It recognizes the distinction between the self and the material 
environment, but the concept of self is different. The doctrine 
does not accept the existence of a permanent Supreme Being or 
enduring individual souls. According to the doctrine, the ‘self is 
conceived as a combination of five factors,” which are culled as 
skandhas, riipa, vijndna, vedand, sanyfd and samskara. The Rupa- 
skandha stands for the physical world of objects and the rest 
represent the psychical elements in the self. ‘Vijfidina is bare 
sensation (nirvikalpakajñāna). Vedand is feeling of pleasure or 
pain. Samjfid is conceptual knowledge (savikalpakajfidna) and 
samskdra stands for impressions carried forward by the mind i.e. 
mental dispositions*. Thus, the ‘self’ is merely a continuity of 
momentary thoughts and nothing beyond that. Just as the word 
‘chariot’ stands for an assemblage of certain parts and no individual 
part can claim to be the chariot, the word ‘self’ stands for the 
aggregate (sarighdata) of the five factors. 


According to the doctrine, the self and the material world 
are each a flux, a succession (santana) of similar things o 
happenings. Whatever is perceived in the world is but momentary 
(ksanika) and the continuity observed is similar to that of a rivet 
or a flame’. 


OIP. p. 135 
OIP. p. 139. 
BNK II p. 50. 
OIP. p. 141. 
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The doctrine holds that neither Being nor non-Being is the 
truth, but only becoming. There is incessant change but at the 
same time there is nothing that changes. Since there is incessant 
production, but no new things are brought into being, the world 
becomes the world-process'. 


The doctrine also holds that? whatever that happens, depends 
on certain conditions present, not necessarily on account of an 
agent behind them, and the happening can be stopped or changed 
by sundering the causes sustaining the effect. Thus, Buddha realized 
the causes behind the sufferings in the world and taught his 
disciples how to get rid of the sufferings by removing the causes 
behind them, through an eight-fold path of self-discipline. Though 
Buddhism does not accept the permanency of individual souls, 
it accepts the transmigration of the ‘self’ and the ‘Karma’ theory 
ol carrying forward the merits and demerits of individuals from 
one life to another’. 


According to this doctrine, the mundane cycle of birth, 
suffering, death and rebirth is sustained by a chain of a dozen links 
(nidana), which are connected together in a cause and effect 
relationship. The links are identified as ignorance (avidyda), action 
(samskdra), consciousness (vijfidna), name and form (nāma-rūpa), 
the six fields, viz. the five senses and mind together with their 
objects (sadayatana), contact between the senses and the objects 
(sparsa), sensation (vedand), desire (trsnd), clinging to existence 
(upaddna), being (bhava), rebirth (jdti) and pain or literally old 
ape and death (jara-marana)*. This endless cycle of worldly life 
is known as Bhava-cakra i.e. the wheel of existence. 


With the spread of Buddhism in India and outside, divergent 
views appeared among its followers, and several schools emerged. 


1 OIP, p. 142. 
! OIP. p. 143. 
v OIP. p. 145. 
t OID, p. 149. 
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Four of these schools are considered as important, and they are 
known as (1) Vaibhdsika, (2) Saurrantika, (3) Madhyamika and 
(4) YogacGra or Vijfidnavaddins. The views of the first two are 
realistic and therefore they are also called as Sarvastivadins. The 
views of the other two schools are idealistic. They call their way 
to salvation as Mahayana, the great way, and dub that of the first 
two as Hinaydana, the inferior way'. 


In this Adhikarana the views of Vaibhasika and Sautrantika 
schools are considered. They hold that the world is momentary 
but real. They postulate the physical world as arising out of four 
kinds of atoms, earth, water, fire and air. In the preceding 
Adhikarana we have seen that the Nyaya-Vaisesika schools had 
postulated the existence of four kinds of atoms, earth etc. even 
during dissolution (pralaya), and that the world came into existence 
due to the combinations of these atoms into dyads, triads etc 
impelled by the will of the Supreme Being. But here, thesv 
realistic Buddhist schools assume that the world is mere 
aggregation of momentary atoms, which come into existence fu 
a moment and vanish giving rise to another set of atoms of the 
same category. These groups of fleeting atoms only are known 
as objects like cow, pot etc. and apart from these groups therr 
is no such thing as a constituted whole entity’. There is not much 
of a difference between the two schools. The Vaibhdsika hold thul 
objects are directly perceived; and the Sautrantika hold that they 
are known indirectly since according to the doctrine ol 
momentariness, objects cannot be present at the time they ie 
perceived’. The coming sūtra rejects these views. 


ll d GAM gAs À dame: 2 1 
(2-2-10) 


I OIP. p. 196. 

BA Ta aR a g aAA saad am A 
(NS. 2-2-18) (BNK.II p. 51) 

3 OIP. p. 201, 
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All the commentators agree that this sūtra is directed 
against the Buddhist concept of the world as containing mere 
aggregations of isolated fleeting atoms. But their interpretations 
are different. 


Sankaracarya interprets as follows!. These two types of 
aggregates postulated by the (Buddhist) opponents, the physical 
one caused by the atoms and the other of experience caused by 
the five psychical factors (skandhas), do not get established, i.e. 
their formation cannot be proved; why?; because these atoms and 
psychical factors are insentient. The mental activity also 
presupposes the existence of the aggregates i.e. the physical bodies 
and their contact with the psychical factors. Moreover the Buddhists 
do not accept the existence of any other enduring sentient being 
like an enjoying soul or the governing Lord, who could be said 
lo have brought about the activity i.e. the aggregation of the 
physical world and the psychical factors. If this propensity is 
accepted as independent of any other agency, then it will never 
vense. 


Rāmānujācārya also interprets on similar lines as follows’. 
Both of these two types of aggregates, one of elements earth etc. 
caused by the atoms, and the other of body-mind complexes 
iaused by the elements earth etc. cannot occur, on account of the 
tnomentariness of atoms and the elements, postulated (by the 
Buddhists). Since everything is momentary, the perceiver himself 
suo more and the perceived is also no more. Similarly the 


Fee ee (S. BSB 2-2-18). 
MTGE: PReMo es: AA aa ginean: Rae: TERT: 
alena SIEGE af aà aena: a aA meea AeA: ATA 
egi AE ea a REAA -090 fe AE: Ege AE: | 
fmt àf fafaa ae: | ad 3 aia egen À Sead | -aen wend qa am a 
“Se Tt (Sribhasya 2-2-17). 
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knower and the known are also no more. How can any one know 
what is perceived by another? The entity ‘I’ alone is the Atman 
and that alone is the knower. 


Though these are valid arguments against the Buddhist tenets, 
the wording of the sūtra does not indicate all these thoughts. At 
best, the assertion (pratijnd) that the aggregation (samudaya) 
cannot be justified, can be read in the stra. The probans (hetu) 
offered by both the commentators, viz. the lack of sentiency on 
the part of atoms and the momentariness of the atoms etc. appear 
extraneous to the sätra. If the satra were to convey this much only 
as interpreted above, then the Sarrakadra could have said 
‘ubhavahetu- samuddaydpraptih’, and therefore the full significance 
of the words used in the sa#tra does not reflect in the above 
interpretations’. 


Madhviacarya has tried to derive some reason for the assertion 
made in the sutra, from the words in the stra itself. Though the 
word ubhaya means a thing made of two parts’, here it is understood 
in the sense of a thing made of two or more parts i.e. more than 
one (aneka) parts, by way of secondary signification (laksanavriti)', 
because an aggregate or group can be conceived of with two or 
more parts only. The word api indicates the rejection of the 
contingency of a group having only one member’. The sūtra 
points out the illogicality in the Buddhist postulate that the things 


| aed --- aregeagamn: eaaqachaca wae RÈ fa aera: silt 
ERREA AIREA TORET «cata | (TC IH p. 70). 

G) aeq was TAQI (Panini 5-2-42). 

The affix rayap comes after a numeral in the sense of “that whereof the parts ime 
so many". 

(i) Ena aA | (Panini 5-2-43). 

The affix ayach is optionally the substitute of rayap, after the words dvi and tn 
(iii) PASTA FATAL (Panini 5-2-44). 

After the word ubha, ayac is always the substitute for tuyap, having the noib 
(uddita) accent on its first syllable, 


DACGAHTSIAL! (TDK 2-2-18). 
aft: THe qaqa: | (TDK 2-2-18). 
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like cow, pot and clock etc. perceived in the world are only 
aggregates or groups of fleeting atoms and that there is no such 
thing as a constituted whole entity (avayavi) as a result of 
combination of atoms. Obviously, it is absurd to think of a group 
having only one atom. The sitra avers that even if there are more 
than one atoms it is not possible to have an aggregate unless the 
atoms combine i.e. form that aggregate. 


aJ SARRI agd Hath ala ay amà: aa 
FCT SSE: AGIA: | HOf AA Aft TARTS: AACA HRT) 
aid Asay ga Beas | 

Even if we accept an aggregate as having more than one 
ic. many atoms, still the existence of an aggregate cannot be 
established. There can be an aggregate only if the atoms 
combine and if there is an aggregate then there is combination 
of atoms. Thus, there is interdependence. In other words, an 
aggregate presupposes the combination of atoms into a constituted 
whole entity. For example, on a beach one can see dolls of sand 
if they are made and they would vanish in the next high tide. But 
if one insists that he sees the dolls in the expanse of sand, without 
anybody making them, then they would not vanish in high tide. 
It means that there is no scope for dissolution (pralaya) which 
is accepted by the Buddhists. The interdependence (anyonyasraya) 
hetween an aggregate and aggregation of atoms, (i.e. between the 
cause and the effect), is not expressly mentioned in the sätra, but 
it follows from the tenor of other words used in the sätra with 
ieference to the logical disputations, common in those days. In 
order to show that a certain postulate is not tenable, the usual 
method is to demonstrate that the postulate under consideration 
leads to such logical fallacies like ‘mutual dependence 
lanyonyasraya)’, ‘unending series (anavastha), absurdity etc. 


If the Buddhist opponent further tries to account for creation 
and dissolution, with his postulate that the world consists of only 
apgregates of momentary atoms, the next sutra answers the same. 
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ll go RT AARAA, 2 II 
(2-2-19) 


Sankaracarya takes the word itaretara as mutual and 
pratyayatva as causality. He assumes a Buddhist contention 
(piirvapaksa) that even though there is no enduring sentient 
principle postulated as the enjoyer or governor, the cycle of 
worldly life!, Bhava-cakra, is possible because of the cause and 
effect relationship between the factors, ignorance (avidyd) etc. in 
that Bhava-cakra. The sūtra refutes such a contention saying 
that”, that causality accounts for the origination of the different 
members in the chain, but there is no cause for their groupings 
as material aggregates and psychical factors. 


Śaħkarācārya has argued in the previous sūtra that in the 
absence of an enduring sentient being, aggregation of the physical 
world and the psychical factors could not be possible. In view 
of this, there is little scope for such a contention by the Purvapaksin 
that? the cycle of worldly life continues incessantly like a rotating 
water wheel on account of the cause and effect relationship between 
the members of the chain, avidyd, samskdra, jara, marana, Soku 
etc. Ramanujacarya reads the sa#tra a little differently and interprets 
it on similar lines. 


~ An A ` SN 
INA asl AA aaae. 

If it be said that the occurrence of the aggregates etc. can 
take place on account of the, mutual causality of the members 


of the series, avidyā, samskdra etc., it is not so because 
avidyd etc. cannot be the cause of aggregation (of the momentary 


1 gate ae senfter a aa Jaq: deen fet a segura aay arad 
wqUd SETI (S. BSB. 2-2-19), 
mAN aaria w qia aae samai agta g iene 
fafai aerafa 1 (S. BSB. 2-2-19). 
3 4 è Hra SEA a Karat A am È SAER 
ated gA pihaa aAa aAA EA TTT N | 


(TC. Hl p.70). 
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atoms)'. Though avidyad produces the notion of permanency in 
impermanent things, yet avidyd etc. cannot get the status of being 
the cause of aggregating other momentary objects. Otherwise, the 
illusory knowledge of silver in shell could produce real silver’. 


Having said (in the preceding sutra) that no aggregation of 
atoms or of psychical factors (skandhas) is possible on account 
of universal momentariness of things, how again one can raise 
a doubt whether the mutual causality of the members of the 
Bhava-cakra, avidyã etc. could be the cause of aggregates?" 


Madhvacarya takes an all-together different line of 
interpretation. As expressed in the saying "beauty lies in the eyes 
of the beholder”, the Vaibhdasika hold that the perception of the 
world as ‘this is a pot’, ‘this is a cow’, ‘this is another cow’ and 
so on, involves a subjective element in it. The element includes 
thoughts (kalpand) like generality (ati), quality (guna), action 
(karma), name (nama) and substance (dravya)*. Thus, perception 
includes much more than what is actually presented to the senses. 
In addition to the things perceived, perception depends on the 
mindset of the perceiver and his proximity to the things perceived. 
l'his interrelated or coordinated comprehension of things is what 
ts conveyed by the word ifaretarapratyaya in the sutra, according 
to Madhvacarya. It is also described? as paraspardpeksadbuddhi, 


The argument in the preceding sätra is that if it is accepted 
that the isolated momentary atoms sprawled in space only present 
themselves as various aggregates without combining into 


, Haar see gad aaa daR et Aa --- a Perera | 
--- a ag afta Recakagentera ia aar mA 1 aie 
aiea defedgal seod gRs a qararcddafaeaiate | 
(Sribhasya 2-2-18). 


2 (Sribhasya - SV. 2-2-18). 

1 aiea ia a AÀ È Ga: ARRA Ra 
emer! (TCP. p. 915, BNK Il. p. 66). 

i OUP. p. 215. 


v enakan ac aaa aea aa: aadA: IRRIA: | (BNK. I p. 53). 
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formulations, it leads to the contingency of the aggregates 
remaining permanently, denying any scope for dissolution. But 
the Buddhist contender can argue that even if the isolated 
momentary atoms are always present and are capable of projecting 
various aggregates, the creation appears as long as this 
itaretarapratyaya exists and the absence of the same accounts for 
the dissolution. 


According to Madhvacarya this sitra refutes such a contention. 
as follows. 


agea ada aes aadA: aaa, ETI 
gaada, daria aeudicaara a asea: afa Au 


A AN 


TOP ACA RATA tes AOSTA ACTA Ae 


aAA Arana 

If it be said that even though the aggregate (of isolated 
fleeting atoms) is always present, its cognition is subject to thy 
co-coordinated perception and in the absence of the sanw 
there would be no cognition and that accounts for dissolution, 
it can not be so, because the scattered momentary atoms cin 
(at best) be capable of presenting an aggregate but cannot bring 
about the coordinated perception by activating the mindset. 


The next sétra shows that, in fact, scattered isolated atoms 
cannot produce aggregates at all. 


fo FATS FT TaN So (2-2-20 


There is no assertion in the sitra. It consists of only a probans 
So, Sankaracarya! rightly takes this sutra as an additional probans 
for the assertion assumed by him in the preceding sutra, on the 
strength of ‘ca’ in this one, and interprets it as follows. Buddhists 
postulate that when the subsequent momentary thing originates, 


l E a a Frecad aR a Fama 
qim: avai: ETRE: aad faga Reame feara at i 
DITA, TAME MATT: 1 (S. BSB. 2-2-20). 
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the preceding one ceases to be. With this postulate, the cause and 
vflect relation between preceding and succeeding momentary 
things cannot be established. For, the vanishing or vanished 
preceding momentary thing cannot be the cause of the succeeding 
momentary thing because it (the preceding one) has attained a 
state of non-existence (abhdva). And therefore, the Buddhist 
assumption in the previous sutra that the cycle of worldly life is 
possible because of the cause and effect relationship between the 
links, ignorance, action etc. does not stand. 


Rāmānujācārya also interprets the sdétra in a similar way, as 
tollows'. And for this reason, the origination of the world is not 
possible, according to the doctrine of momentariness. Since the 
preceding moment is destroyed at the time of the origination of 
the succeeding moment, it cannot be the cause of the succeeding 
moment. (The word moment is to be taken as a momentary thing). 


Though there is nothing untenable in the above arguments, 
the doubt is whether these are intended by the Su#rtrakarta here. 
In this Buddhist doctrine of momentariness which is dubbed as 
ksanikavāda or ksanabhangavada, the Vaibhasika hold that the 
physical world consists of an infinite number of fleeting atoms, 
each one being unique and therefore called as svalaksana. Each 
walaksana is produced by the preceding one in its series and 
prives rise in its turn to the succeeding one in the same series’. 
Thus, a cause and effect relation between the preceding and 
succeeding atoms is accepted. This basic postulate of the 
Vaibhāsika that? ‘‘as soon as the succeeding momentary atom is 
produced, the preceding one ceases to be’’ stands heavily criticized 
hy the Vedantins. The Stitrakdra also does criticize this postulate, 
hut in the next sétra. Here, he simply quotes that postulate as a 


ma aire AEA TTT | TATA AT TAROT faa eT Sere 
ofa eqragwsa: | (Sribhasya-RDK. 2-2-19). 
) OIP. p. 215. 


( miem a gif: | 
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probans. It indicates that he proposes here to confirm the refutation 
of the Buddhist assumption of the world as consisting of aggregates 
of fleeting atoms, done in the previous sūtra, on the strength of 
their own basic postulate. The point to be noted in this basic 
postulate is that each momentary atom is capable of producing 
only another atom similar (sadrsa) to itself’. 


Since the siftra contains only a probans, Madhvacarya takes 
it as an additional reasoning to substantiate the point that isolated 
and scattered atoms cannot produce aggregates (samuddya) ol 
atoms, established in the previous sara. The exposition of the 
sūtra would be as follows. 


ASSP NE als 
PRT ARMA BRET TAMER Ta ATR IT 
AHA Gad dca ASEA AARE 
HAH HAHA | 


Since the cause, the preceding atom in its series, ceases 
to exist as soon as it produces the succeeding atom in the same 
series, similar to itself, the cause is competent to produce only 
a like effect. Therefore, when a cause has done its work of 
producing a like effect (and ceased to exist), it is improper to 
expect it again to produce a dissimilar work like forming an 
aggregate of atoms. 


The next sūtra demonstrates that this postulate that a cause 
ceases to exist as soon as it produces an effect every moment, 
is also not sustainable. 


aN NN SS 


go aa MARN APTTTA AGT 3 II 
(2-2-21) 


seated, Galery are vata, araicaha: ecg, da ea wr ala 
viagra: satha: aa: RRRA wa: 1 sean, afr qdun 


1 Srna ERO RAA Td STAAL) (TDK. 2-2-20). 


MOTT AGIA FATHOM, YA: aema, BMT: Eq: 
Pa: a aM se adaa AE Tae! 


If it be said that when the cause is absent, an effect can 
originate, then the statement that "it is the effect of that 
cause" stands contradicted. If an effect can happen without 
n cause, then there will be an undesirable contingency of 
anything originating everywhere. Otherwise i.e., if it is assumed 
that the effect originates when the cause is also present, then 
(he cause and effect would simultaneously exist. It also means 
that the cause exists for two moments. If a momentary cause 
can exist for two moments, there is no reason why it should 
perish in subsequent moments, It may produce further effects 
und those may produce similar effects and all these effects 
may exist simultaneously. 


In such a case, one may expect a potter’s shed to be filled 
with a large number of pots in a few moments without any effort 
on the part of the potter. 


All the commentators agree on the interpretation of this stra. 
Ihe interpretations by Sankaracdrya and Rāmānujācārya are on 
these lines only. But these arguments are used by them in the 
previous sutra also. Therefore, the same here appear as repetitions. 


The next sätra refutes the very concept of destruction of a 
thing after existing for just a moment, postulated in Buddhist 
philosophy. 


lw Riemen erama, 2 1 


(2-2-22) 


Here Sarikhva means intellect and pratisankhya is taken as 
wlentonal or deliberate. Nirodha is used in the sense of destruction. 


i (P. 2-2-21 
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Thus, pratisankhydirodha signifies deliberate or voluntary 
destruction as when a clay-pot is broken by a stick, which is 
perceivable. On the other hand, apratisankhydnirodha signifies 
involuntary destruction or natural decay, which goes on unnoticed 
automatically, which is imperceptible or subtle. The sūtra declares: 


aega oleate ae a amie: AT 


Whatever exists in the world cannot get destroyed, either 
deliberately by some agency or through the natural process of 
decay, on account of continuity or non-interruption. The siétra 
states what is known as the ‘Law of indestructibility’ in modern 
science. It avers that whatever exists in the world cannot get 
destroyed but continues to exist in one state or the other, solid, 
liquid or gaseous. Absolute destruction is impossible. All the 
commentators agree on the purport of this sétra. But they apply 
it to different contexts of Buddhist philosophy. 


According to Śañkarācārya the Buddhists hold that everything 
that forms an object of knowledge is produced and momentary, 
except three things, namely. pratisankhydnirodha, 
apratisankhyanirodha and ākāśa. The three are held to be non 
substantial and negative in character (abhadva- mdtra). Akasa will 
be discussed later. Buddhists postulate that the world is but n 
number of series (Santana) of momentary things. This sūtra avers 
that both’ voluntary and involuntary destructions of things in the 
world are not possible. Destruction must refer to either the series 
(Santana) of momentary things as a whole or to the thingn 
themselves. The destruction of the series is not possible because its 
members are connected together as cause and effect in an unbroken 
manner. Destruction of the things without leaving any residue (1. 
niranvaya) is also not possible because there always remains 
some residue by which the original thing can be recognized. Thr 
residue may be perceptible or could be inferred. Therefore, bath 
the types of destruction conceived by the Buddhists are groundless! 


1 SRK. p. 380. 
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Ramanujacarya also interprets the sātra in a similar way as 
follows. The two types of destruction, which the Buddhists talk 
of as pratisankhydnirodha and apratisankhyanirodha are not 
possible on account of the impossibility of an absolute destruction 
of the existent. The origination and destruction of an existing 
thing are not possible as they can only mean a change of state 
und name. But the ingredient of a thing in any state is the same 
one and is constant. This has been propounded by us! 
while reasoning out the fact that the effect is not different 
from the cause, while explaining the term ‘tadananyatvanm’ 
(in BS. 2-1-15). 


As said earlier, the world, according to Buddhists. is but a 
number of series or successions (Santéna) of momentary things, 
where each thing exists for a moment and perishes after producing 
another one similar to itself. With reference to this postulate, 
Madhvacarya understands the term pratisankhydnirodha as the 
deliberate and perceptible destruction of the succession of 
momentary things and designates it as sasantānavināśa. On the 
other hand, he takes the term apratisankhyanirodha as the 
automatic and imperceptible destruction of things without leaving 
any residue, that goes on within the succession, as assumed by 
the Buddhists, and designates it as nissantadnavinasa. The sūtra 
asserts that both are not possible’. 


The probans (hetu) for the above assertion is ‘avicchedadt’. 
Buddhists accept that when a cause is present it must produce an 
effect’. Madhvacarya understands the word ‘avicchedat’ as "on 
account of the continuity of production of effect when cause is 
present". 


1 (al Hog eae easier e Cee ai a da: ‘aad aat 
Maia aad sofas aea 1 
a Sania feria meo mea seag: eN: AATA, 
(BS. 2-1-15) 3AA MARTA (Śrībhāsya-RDK. 2-2-21). 
1 aAA a: R AAT: aa aAA TE ara aA: | (TP.2-2-22) 
| ERG aft ard aA wa A Praeger! (TP. 2-2-22). 
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Thus, the exposition of the sätra would be as follows : 
TCR aaa Aaa aa sofas R- 
eed WU aie: aqqifa: adda, art ata 


BMA STA! ENA Atel Hrd Hale Os ae aA pia Ts 
ARICA FA AW ARR see TOT! 


The deliberate and perceptible destruction of the succession 
of momentary things, and the automatic and imperceptible 
destruction of momentary things without leaving any residue, 
going on within the succession, are both not possible on account 
of the inevitable continuity of production of effect when cause 
is present. On account of the obligation on the part of the 
cause to produce an effect when the cause is present, it has 
to be accepted that when the succeeding momentary thing is 
produced, the preceding one is not destroyed and therefore 
there is no reason why the preceding onc should get destroyed. 


For example, in the case of deliberate destruction of a clay- 
jar, an existing jar only can be destroyed. Therefore, since that 
jar exists it must produce another jar as its effect. Similarly this 
new jar must produce another one and so on. Then, where is the 
scope for interrupting this series?” 


The next satra discusses another hypothesis in Buddhist 
philosophy. 


so DRM A aT A N (2-2-23) 


The sūtra mentions only a probans and the assertion is left 
wide open. Sankaracarya takes a very general assertion that the 
Buddhist doctrine is not reasonable. He raises two alternatives 
about the destruction of avidyd etc. "If the destruction of avidya 
etc. results from perfect knowledge and the adoption of the ethical 


l TPD. 2-2-22. 
2 aA R meaa aa: aAA ae, agaa | dead a aAA aa 
AATA: | (TP. 2-2-22). 
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path, we must give up the view that destruction takes place 
without any cause. If avidyd etc., are destroyed of their own 
accord, what is the use of the ethical path and the knowledge that 
everything is momentary, painful and void?"! Since it becomes 
defective both ways, the Buddhist doctrine is unreasonable. 


At present, the Sätrakāra is discussing the views of Buddhists 
about ontology. Therefore, Sankardcarya’s reference here to the 
destruction of avidyd etc. which is a part of Buddhist doctrine 
about origin and removal of suffering in the world, appears out 
of context, in the absence of any specific assertion in the sutra. 
Moreover, in his commentary Sankardcarya takes the destruction 
of avidyd etc. as falling within the purview of deliberate destruction 
(pratisankhyanirodhantahpati) according to Buddhist hypothesis. 
Then, where is the scope for the alternative of involuntary 
destruction of avidyd etc.? 


Ramanujacarya carries forward the discussion of the two 
types of destruction of things, from the previous sutra, as follows. 
Origination of a thing from void and passing away of an existent 
thing into void are not possible. If something originates from 
void, it would be of the nature of void only. But neither the 
Buddhists hold the world to be of the nature of nothingness, nor 
is it seen so. If an existent thing becomes void on destruction, 
then the world would be destroyed after just one moment and 
become void. The subsequent world that originates from the void 
would also be of the nature of void. Therefore, as both the views 
we defective, the origination and destruction (of the world) cannot 
he as told by the Buddhists’. The word ‘ubhayatha’ in the sūtra 
indicates two clear antithetical positions. Such an antithesis is 
not visible in the above interpretation’. 


| aque: siedentaracad water: a aap satel aad, 
ema eÀ at) aa Ard asiaan | sata 


q mimi: Ta aÀ a, aE a (S. BSB. 
2-2-23) (SRK p.381). 


Sribhāşya 2-2-22. 
| BNK. Il. p. 68. 
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Madhvacarya takes a different line. In Buddhist view’, there 
is no Being at all, and the only reality is Becoming. Reality 
consists in causal efficiency or the capacity to effect something. 
This capacity to produce something is assumed to manifest not 
bit by bit but at once and fully. This causal efficiency is designated 
as ‘arthakriyakaritva’. Since a thing Is only when it Acts, it must 
be momentary. If in the first moment itself the cause does not 
cease to exist after producing a like effect, there will be the 
undesirable contingency of an endless production of effects’. 


Thus, the conclusion that everything real must be momentary, 
i.e. everything must face destruction after a momentary existence, 
is based on presumption (arthapatti). 


Since the present sūtra contains only a probans and the 
conjunctive particle ‘ca’, it is logical to take it as providing an 
additional reason in support of the assertion established in the 
preceding sūtra. In the last sutra, the two types of destruction held 
by the Buddhists are refuted in view of their own rule that when 
a Cause is present it must produce an effect. The present sūtra 
declares, according to Madhvacarya, that whether this rule is true 
or false, in both the cases (ubhayatha) the Buddhist postulate of 
destruction of things after momentary existence is defective. 
ar af ard waft ca eft Prat waar BERORR 
safer Ra: A SHIT SRT arora’ Tat aai Fa 
THETA CH FATT: AJITA: | 


In case the rule that when a cause is present then the effect 
is necessarily present is true, the sense of cause and effect 
cannot be established since both are simultaneously present 
(like the horns of an animal). In the absence of that rule, u 
cause may not have any effect and in that case it faces the 


I OIP. p. 211. 212. 
2 BNK II p. 59. 
3 VKM. 2.2.23. 
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undesirable contingency of losing its reality (due to lack of 
causal efficiency) (arthakriyadkaritva). Since both the 
alternatives are defective, the destruction of existing things 
every moment after producing a like effect, is improper. 


Thus, the theory of momentariness (ksanikatva) argued by the 
Buddhists on the basis of presumptive reasoning (arthapatti), is 
refuted by this sa@tra. Another argument put forth by them in 
support of momentariness, based on inference (anumdana), is being 
refuted in the next sutra. 


The Buddhist syllogism is that "whatever exists that is 
momentary as for example the flame of a lamp etc"'. The example 
of a flame is chosen because it flickers and its size varies from 
moment to moment. So it can be taken as a succession of 
momentary flames. The Siitrakdra refutes this argument by putting 
forth a counter-syllogism in the next sutra, according to 
Madhvacarya. 


ll go STAY AATA, A N (2-2-24) 


fa fa anal a aA, Rama, Ae Ad, ed, Mes 
aa ATT: | 


In the same way as the flame provides an illustration of 
continuous variations, Akasa (sky) is an example where there 
are no internal modifications and therefore it can be inferred 
that whatever exists is not momentary (but stable) like Akd§a. 


Perhaps the Sutrakdra deliberately chooses the example of 
AkdSa, because the Buddhists hold that Akasa and the two types 
of destruction (discussed in BS. 2-2-22) are eternal and 
unproduced?, But the Buddhists also hold Akasa to be mere 
absence of occupying bodies’ and a non-entity (abhdava). 


aa, Fa, aa, efor qa dae 1 (TP. 2-2-24). 
aE À Ra a fed aande, A ARR: | (BVB. 2-2-24). 
| MOARA] (S. BSB. 2-2-22). 
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Madhvacarya argues in his Anuvydkhyana that the concept of 
abhava is always with reference to a counter-correlative 
(prativogin) as for example ghatabhdva, but Akaga' can be 
understood without reference to any such correlative. One cannot 
argue that Akdsa is that where everything is absent. On the contrary, 
wherever any object is present Akasa also exists and provides 
room for the object. So Akasa is an entity (bhdvariipa). 


Sankardcarya interprets this sara itself as refuting the Buddhist 
concept of Akdga as a non-entity. Out of three things namely 
pratisankhyanirodha, apratisankhydnirodha and Akasa, held by 
Buddhists as non-substantial and negative in character, their 
concept about the first two are already refuted earlier and the same 
about Akasa is being refuted now. The säātra avers that ‘‘In the 
case of akdsa also, there being no difference, it can not be treated 
as anon-entity’’?. Akasa is the substratum of sound. The Buddhists 
hold that @kasa is the support of air and is eternal. So it must be 
an entity. That which is non-substantial can be neither eternal nor 
non-eternal?, 


Ramanujacarya also interprets the sutra on similar lines and 
holds that the Sutrakdra is refuting here, in passing (prasangena), 
the Buddhist concept that Akasa is unsubstantial. 


Sankaracarya interprets the term ‘avisesa’ in the sūtra as non 
difference between the untenability of the Buddhist concept ul 
two-fold destruction, and that of Akasa as having a non-substantiul 
and negative character. Ramanujacarya understands the same term 
as non-difference between the substantial and positive characte) 
of Akasa, and that of other elements Earth etc. Madhvacarya holds 
that the term stands for the stability i.e. lack of internal 
modifications in Akasa. Thus, it is a guesswork done by thw 


| BNK IL. p. 60. 
2 SRK. p. 381. 
3 Ipga TRAI ----- aTqunrardieera:--- fre a R aaga: ran 


afea an Aaf | (S. BSB. 2-2-24). 
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commentators regarding what could be at the back of Satrkāra’s 
mind. Considering the flow of thoughts in this Adhikarana, 
Madhvacarya’s interpretation of this sutra as refuting the main 
postulate of Buddhists that the world is momentary, appears more 
meaningful and imaginative. 


The refutation of the concept of momentariness of the world 
continues in the next sūtra, with the evidence of our common 
experience of recollection (anusmrti). 


I go AGA go (2-2-25) 


aa SIA SA AGATA: AAMT A Ae Ae Te ators Te sree? 
id AAA, gd A AEA 

The (Buddhist postulate of) universal momentariness is 
not established by inference, with syllogisms like ‘whatever 
exists that is momentary as for example the flame of a lamp 
etc.’, on account also of (our common) experience of recognition 
as ‘this is verily that (cow or pot etc.)’. 


For the experience of recognition, the perceiver and the thing 
perceived have to exist at both the moments, the moment of 
cognition and that of recognition. Hence they cannot be momentary. 
Even in the case of unstable things like a stream of water or a 
flame which are known to be successions of momentary things 
and which are usually quoted by the Buddhists as examples of 
momentariness, at least the perceiver must be stable to vouch for 
the existence of that series of fleeting things. 


All the commentators agree on the purport of this sūtra, that 
the things in the world are not momentary but stable. 


8 eahIHUTy | 


The coming sutra and the next three are treated by 
Madhvacarya as one Adhikarana, discussing the tenets of 
Madhyamika School among the Buddhists. The school believes 
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in no reality whatsoever and is therefore described as Sanyavada'. 
The Veddntins hold that according to the Ma@dyamika School, 
the ‘Sanya’ (void) is the only truth”. Trivikram Pandita summarizes 
the tenets of this school as follows. The Madhyamika hold 
that this siinya, which is described as eternal, devoid of all attributes, 
one without a second, self-luminous, free from limitations and 
beyond thought and speech, is the cause of this world i.e. appears 
as this world. Since it is covered due to delusion, this world of 
pluralities experienced, has only a provisional reality (samvrti- 
satya), but it does not really exist. The worldly experience is a 
mistake (vikalpa). It exists for the purpose of worldly transactions 
only and.lasts as long as our vision is deluded. When the nature 
of this Sanya is realized, this empirical world vanishes completely 
like a dream only?. This is considered as the state of emancipation, 
which can be achieved by adhering to the prescribed eight-fold 
path of self-discipline. 


The following four sitras are going to refute these views. 
i% aads, 3 II (2-2-26) 


TA: YA Wepre A GA AE, TACHA SA 
seca 4 


It is not proper to accept blank or void as the cause of 
the world, because causation from a non-existent thing is 
nowhere seen in the world. 


Since no such thing is observed anywhere, no evidence can 
be furnished either of perception or of inference. 


1 OIP. p. 220. 

2 OIP. p. 221. 

3 Pred fication eid Camere, ATE STEARATE 
MANN weed aig: RAR EÀ AA a ara 
R | agii arraren aaia daeraad ada | naa aaaf 
aE agama a a (TPD. 2-2-26). 


4 VKM. 2-2-26. 
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Sankaracarya’s interpretation of this sūtra is also on the same 
line as follows. ‘Entity does not arise from non-existence since 
it is not observed’'. He quotes an example’. If things can arise 
from non-existence, then sprouts etc. may spring from rabbit’s 
horns etc. But somehow he relates this sētra and the next, to the 
discussion of the tenets of Vaibhdsika and Sautrantika schools 
in the previous Adhikarana. But they are realists. Ramanujacarya 
also interprets the s#fras on similar lines and connects them to 
the previous Adhikarana. The discussions appear rather far-fetched. 


In order to confirm the assertion in this sutra, the Satrakdra 
offers another proof based on the well-known method called 
reductio ad absurdum, in the next sutra: 


i go saiam ed fake: 4 (2-2-27) 


Sankaracarya interprets the siifra as follows’. If existence 
should spring from non-existence, even lazy and inactive people 
would reap benefits without putting forth effort. This is not proper. 
True; idle people getting the benefits without putting in any effort, 
is undesirable, improper and rare. But it can not be said to be 
impossible or absurd*. Thus, the interpretation does not appear 
befitting. 


Ramianujacarya also interprets the sūtra on the same lines. 


Udasina means? ‘indifferent’ ‘unconcerned’ ‘passive’ and 
‘taking no part in the creation of material universe’. The last 
meaning refers to imaginary things like rabbit’s horn, sky-flower 
vlc. Madhvacirya takes this sense of the word and interprets the 
sitra differently as follows. 


| SRK. p. 382. 

) WAST ERP AR EASA À AL! (S. BSB. 2-2-26). 

| aff a sper. mA: aegareda a afa sedan, aes, aff 
maamaa R: Hd) aA Tae Grad! (S. BSB 2-2-27). 

4 BNK II. p. 70. 

` SED. p. 105. 
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Way d: are Ue sania aAA 
SAAR waren SERENE: ea 


In this way i.e. if void or non-being were to be accepted 
as causally efficient, then one may expect even the fictitious 
things taking no part in the creation of the material universe, 
which are not objects worthy of pursuit or avoidance, to 
fructify, and fragrance etc. may come from sky-flower etc. 


Thus, acceptance of the causality of non-existent things yields 
impossible and absurd results and hence it fails to be true. 


The world may not be a transformation (parindma) of void 
(siinya). Even then the Mddhyamikas can argue that the world can 
be a Vivarta - an illusory appearance - of void, just like the 
appearance of silver in a shell. The next sutra refutes such an 
argument. 


do APTA STs: Zo I (2-2-28) 


WH, a apa: BeseakRan aed alta aia a, aas: afefe 
STRIATE | 


The world is not non-existence or nullity i.e. it is not that 
except void (Suinya) nothing is true, because the world is 
perceivable as existing. 


Our perception of the world as real cannot be brushed aside 
as illusion like the perception of silver in a shell, because, the 
erroneous perception of ‘silver in a shell is later sublated after 
seeing the shell, but no such sublation happens in case of our 
perception of the world. If we are to believe that the world is an 
illusion while seeing it in reality, then it should be reasonable to 
conclude that it is a rope while seeing a snake, without even 
verifying it. In could be a real snake as well. 


As already said, Sankaracdrya has included the preceding two 
stitras in the previous Adhikarana, discussing the tenets ol 
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Vaibhasika and Sautrantika schools. He prefers to include the 
present sutra and the next, in the coming Adhikarana, which is 
going to discuss the tenets of Yogacara School or Vijridnavadins. 
Possibly he holds that the Sitrakdra makes no reference to the 
Mddhyamika school, though an important section among Buddhists, 
as seen from his following remark!. ‘‘And now, Siinyavada is 
contradicted by the entire available evidence and therefore no 
attention is given (by the Sitrakdra) to refute that view." But the 
same thing is true about other schools of Buddhism as well. It 
seems that Sankardcarya has diplomatically abstained from 
criticizing the Mdaddhyamika School advocated by the popular 
Buddhistic thinkers like Nagarjuna. It is interesting to note that 
in the summary of Madhyamika tenets mentioned at the beginning 
of this Adhikarana, if the words Siinya, samvrttisatya and vikalpa 
ure substituted by the words Brahman, Vyavaharika-satya and 
Avidyd (or Mayd) respectively, it sounds almost like the doctrine 
of Vivartavada. According to V. S. Ghate, Vallabhacarya observes 
that both the doctrines are equally unreasonable.’ 


Sankaradcarya presents a lengthy discussion first and shows the 
views of Vijadnvadins that ‘the world of external things is not real’? 
und that ‘ideas are the only reality’. The present sūtra is said to 
icfute this position and it is interpreted by him as follows. ‘The non- 
existence (of external objects) can not be maintained on account 
af perception’*. This interpretation is not at variance with that of 
Madhvacarya, but it ‘repudiates the interpretation of the māyā 
doctrine (put forth by Sankaracarya only) which holds that all 
objects are illusory or non-existent’®. 


Rimanujacarya interprets the sutra in the same way. 


| paka aduarrantatre fa afruaona atex: EÀ | (S.BSB-VA. 2-2-31). 
¢ VSG. p. 78. 

t SRK. p. 384. 

4 SRK. p. 383. 

Y SRK. p. 385. 
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Now, a doubt may arise that a dream also appears real 
while dreaming, but the objects covered by the dream experience 
are not real; similarly though our perception reveals the world 
to be real, it could be unreal. The next sūtra answers this 
doubt. 


. ` A ` 
I go gata a amad n (2-2-29) 


aa Ra MT: aad daraja a a i a ae ha 
EWIGE RGECHUEIGE 


And the world is not non-existence or nullity like the 
dream-objects, because the dream is of a different nature 
(when compared with waking state experience) as the dream- 
objects get sublated when the dreamer wakes up and knows 
that it is a dream only and not a waking state experience. 


By and large, all the commentators agree on the purport of 
this sutra. The Sutrakdra points out here that the dream experience 
and the waking state experience are not comparable but of a 
different nature, though both are experiences. To drive home this 
point Śańkarācārya offers a befitting example’. He says that though 
fire and water have the common property of being primary element 
(sddharmya), fire perceived as hot, cannot be expected to be cool 
on the analogy of water. Thus, the existence of the empirical 
world can not be denied on the analogy of dream experience or 
the illusion of snake on a piece of rope etc. The Madhyamika 
cannot argue that as the dream experience gets sublated afte 
waking up, our perceptions of the reality of the world can be 
invalidated in course of time, when the nature of Sanya iw 
Stinyata is realized. For, the same argument can rebound on him 
like a boomrang. The Ved@ntin can say that even the realization 
of Sanyatd may one day get sublated by a knowledge that it 1s 
just a perversion of logic and a philosophical confusion’. 


| aff aff: ssp: saaara, aa aA 1 (S. BSB 2-2-29), 
2 BNK. Il. p. 74, 75. 
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ian 
9 AJIA NERTO | 


In this Adhikarana the validity of the tenets of Yoedcara 
school of Buddhism, is discussed. 


Modern philosophers use the term ‘knowledge’ to denote 
only true cognition. But as per the Yogdcdra school, any cognition- 
true or false- is the truth. Hence, ‘knowledge’ and such other 
terms are replaced here below by ‘cognition’ and such other 
terms. 


‘According to the Yogācãra, cognition (vijñāna) is the sole 
truth and its whole content is false. Among the factors ‘cognizer’ 
‘cognized’ and * cognition ’, the last one is here taken to be true. 
There is neither subject nor object but only a succession of ideas. 
The specific form, which cognition at any particular instant assumes 
is determined in this view, not by an outside object presented to 
it, but by past experience. That is, the stimulus always comes from 
within, never from without. It is in no way dependent upon 
objects existing outside, but is to be traced to an impression 
(vdsanda) left behind by past experience, which in its turn goes 
back to another impression, that to another experience and so on 
indefinitely in a beginningless series. At no particular stage in the 
series, it must be noted, is the experience due to an external factor. 
In other words, the ideas signify nothing but themselves. Since 
the Yogdacdara believes in the reality of nothing but these ideas 
(vijfiGna), he is also designated as vijnidnavadin’’'. 


It is seen in the previous Samuddyddhikarana that vijfidna 
means bare sensation or consciousness (nirvikalpakajfhana) i.e. 
ihe ‘cognizer’. Rapaskandha stands for the world of objects and 
Vedand for the feelings, both constituting the ‘cognizable’. Samjra 
presents the conceptual ‘cognition’ i.e. idea or thought 
(savikalpakajfiana). But here, Vijfidna itself is taken as ‘cognition’ 


1 OIP. p. 205. 
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i.e. idea or thought, because Vijñānavādins hold that among the 
triad, cognizer, cognizable and cognition, cognition alone is true. 


The next two sutras refute these postulates. 
` ` ` a 
i% A nAg: z 1 (2-2-30) 


Śaħñkarācārya takes the word bhava in the sense of existence 
and interprets the sūtra as follows : Vijfidna-vdda attempts to 
account for the variety of ideas by the variety of mental impressions 
(vasanas) without any reference to external objects. The sutra is 
said to refute this contention arguing that “the existence of 
impressions is not possible on account of non-perception”. Without 
the perception of external objects the existence of mental 
impressions is impossible!, 


Ramanujacarya also takes the term bhava as existence and 
interprets the satra as under : The existence of mere cognition 
devoid of objects is not possible, because it is not experienced 
anywhere’. 


Both these arguments are correct. But there is no word in the 
sutra to indicate the sense of Vāsanā. Further if bhava is taken 
to mean ‘existence’, then there is no extra word to indicate the 
sense of cognition. When the subject in the syllogism is itself 
imported (adhyahrta), the interpretations appear far-fetched. 


The term bhdva also means’ idea, thought etc. i.e. cognition. 
Madhvacarya takes this sense of the word and interprets the sutra. 


4 al SPT, SAA STIR UfoTA gR A, agar: Maga 
WATT | 


Cognition alone cannot project itself in the form of the 
world, because there is no experience to that effect, i.e. there 
is no evidence. 


SRK. p. 386. 
Sribhasya - SV. 2-2-29, 
SED. p. 403. 


w yv = 
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Here also, the predicate of the syllogism, ‘jagat’ is imported. 
But in the case of refutation of the views of Vijfidnavada about 
ontology, the subject and the probans suggest the missing predicate. 
We have already seen earlier a similar importation of the predicate 
‘jagatkadranatvam’ while interpreting the sätra ‘ndsatodrstatvat’ 
(BS, 2-2-26). Instead of using the word jfidnam, the Sūtrakāra 
has used the word bhava, to suggest' that cognition having a 
positive existence (bhavati iti bhdvah i.e. sat) is free from the fault 
ol a non-being (asat) claiming to be cause of the world. It hints 
at the assumption that Vijfdnavdda is an improvement on 
Stinyavada, where the cause as such is pure non-being (asat)?. The 
purport of the sérra is that cognition itself cannot be taken as the 
world of objects because the difference between cognition and the 
cognizable is an observed conclusion. This observation ‘cannot 
he treated as a misapprehension, as there is no sublating cognition 
to the contrary’*. Nor can it be proved to be untrue by any valid 
logical arguments. 


The next sitra provides another reason to show why knowledge 
cannot be the cause of the world. 


I g aAa so I (2-2-31) 
4 Wal WT A gA A sry q| 


Cognition cannot be taken as the world of objects 
because thoughts are fleeting i.e. they perish within a vary 
short time. But the world of objects is stable and real as proved 
varlier (BS. 2-2-25,28). 


The purport of the sūtra is that the objects of cognition are 
enduring, but their awareness or thoughts are short-lived and 
therefore the two cannot be the same’. 


| Mattia area we gR: “A area: AA a af aaa! (TDK. 2-2-30), 
! BNK IL p. 76. 
| BNK I. p. 77. 


| aaaea màe, sft wa: 1 (TDK. 2-2-30). 
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According to Sankaracarya this sātra refutes the position of 
the Vijfidnavddin that ego-consciousness (dlayavijfdna) can be 
the abode of Vasands, as the former is itself momentary. This 
position is applicable to other schools of Buddhism like Vaibhdsika 
and Sautrdntika and not exclusively to Vijnanavada'. The 
interpretation appears far-fetched, like the preceding one, since 
there is no term in the sitra to suggest a discussion of Glayavijfidna. 
Ramanujacarya does not mention this sutra. 


The next satra concludes the discussion of the tenets of 
different schools of Buddhism, and refutes all of them in one stroke. 


ll go ARNS ZI (2-2-32) 


aden very aRar AA AARET a a wT 
Aaina: TN: AGITA: TATA, AREATA, F | 

In every alternative view, whether it is momentariness 
of worldly objects or non-difference between void and the 
world or non-difference between cognition and the world, 
these factions hostile to Vedas are not acceptable because 


they have no evidence and they are incompatible with 
available evidence. 


Sankardcarya’s interpretation is also on the same lines as 
follows. The different doctrines of the reality of external objects, 
or of ideas and general nothingness contradict one another. The 
Buddhist doctrine cannot be accepted’. 


Ramanujacarya takes this sutra as refuting nihilism 
(Stinyavdda) and interprets it as under. ‘‘And as nihilism is illogical 
in every way, it can not be accepted’’*. The Sūtrakāra’s general 
remark in this svitra, applies to all shades of Buddhism and not 
to nihilism alone. 


| BNK IL p. 81. 
2 SRK. p. 387. 
3 Sribhasya- SV. 2-2-30. 
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S 
10 ARAA NRU | 
In this Adhikarana, the Stitrakara discusses the validity of the 
tenets of another great religion of Indian origin, known as Jainism. 
I is older than Buddhism and has a good following in Western 
and Southern parts of India. Like Buddhism, Jainism does not 
believe in a Supreme Being and does not accept the authority of 
Vedas. But it accepts the existence of an infinite number of Jivas, 
the conscious beings like the Jivatman or Purusa of Vedic schools, 
and Ajiva, the inanimate things, which include matter as well as 


lime and space. Thus, Jainism is a theological mean between 
Vedic schools and Buddhism'. 


The Jains hold that an infinite number of Jivas exist, which 
ure all alike and eternal. They are all believed to be intrinsically 
having all knowledge, power, peace and perfection. The empirical 
difference between the Jivas is held to be due to obscuration of 
these glorious innate characteristics by their karmas. The Jivas 
are held to be capable of expanding and contracting and thus 
becoming exactly equal to the size of the body they occupy in 
the world. Jivas are considered as the experients (bhokta) and the 
agents (kartd)*. 


The inanimate category (ajfva) comprises time, space and 
matter (pudgala). According to Jainism, the world is full of an 
infinite number of atoms, all of the same kind, and they give rise 
to the elements, earth, water, fire and air and an infinite variety 
of things’. Jains hold that matter (pudgala) is indefinite and 
indeterminate and therefore with respect to matter absolute 
aftirmation and absolute negation are both erroneous’. They also 
believe that reality is so complex in its structure that its precise 


| OIP. p. 155,156. 
' OIP. p. 157. 158. 
1 OIP. p. 162. 


4 OIP. p. 163,164. 
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nature baffles all attempts to describe it directly and once for all. 
Therefore they make it known through a series of partially true 
statements without committing themselves to any one among 
them exclusively. Accordingly, the Jains enunciate the nature of 
reality in seven steps, known as saptabhangr i.c. the sevenfold 
formula. The seven steps are : 


1. May be, is (svat asti). 


i) 


. May be, is not (syd? nastt). 

3. May be, is and is not (sydt asti nāsti). 

4. May be, is inexpressible (svat avaktavyah). 

5. May be, is and is inexpressible (syat asti ca avaktavyah ca). 
6. May be, is not and is inexpressible (syat nasti ca avaktavyah ca). 
7 


. May be, is, is not and is inexpressible (syat asti ca nasti ca 
avaktavyah ca). 


This is known as the syādvāda i.e. ‘the doctrine of may be' 
of Jainism. 


The next four sūtras refute these postulates. 


. `A fa 
ll go aH o (2-2-33) 


ae, ard, deed, deus, aed ale alee, 
we Olt aaRS, SEERA aR HAREAN, Ffi 
ATCT Cad EJA A TT: SAATA, ANNAR 
aeania] 


It is not proper to expect seven kinds of indefinite (and 
contradictory) attributes like may be it is, may be it is not, 
may be it is and is not, may be it is inexpressible, may be Il 
is and is inexpressible, may be it is not and is inexpressible, 
may be it is and is not and is inexpressible in one and the sanw 
thing because it is impossible as there is no evidence to that 
effect. 
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All the commentators concur with this purport of the sätra. 


But S. Radhakrishnan remarks : ‘‘The Jaina doctrine of 
anekanta-vada describes the complexity of objects. The different 
qualities possessed by an object are not contradictory to one 
another’’!. 


The next sutra considers the Jaina theory that the Jiva pervades 
the entire body it occupies. 


I do Ut MSAA, (2-2-3) 


ug q Aaea IPM ICMGCIICALE Vacancy aeaa 
aae ml? 


If the (Jaina) theory that a Jīva is of the same size as that 
of the body it occupies is accepted, then a Jīva in a minute 
creature (like an ant) cannot occupy the whole body of a large 
wnimal like an elephant (when that Jiva passes into that large 
hody in the course of its transmigration). 


Conversely, when the Jiva occupying a large body has to pass 
un to a small creature, then its size would be far in excess of the 
lady size of that small creature’. 


All the commentators agree on the purport of this sara. 


The Jains may defend their theory by arguing that the Jiva 
n capable of expanding or contracting to suit the body it has to 
wecupy. The next satra refutes such a contention. 


ll go A A aiea AENA: 2 1 
(2-2-35) 


miaa aaa, aeae, SH aa aAA: | Ba? 
MRa: RaRa: Aaa aaar aa A: | 


1 NRK. p. 388. 
M BSB. 2.2.34. 
UNK. p. 85. 


A 
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Even if it be accepted that a Jiva assumes the dimension 
of the respective body, which it enters (in each birth), that 
too is not compatible; whence? because in that case Jiva 
becomes subject to modifications and because of its further 
concomitant adverse consequences like impermanence and 
inability to attain liberation on the part of Jiva and the futility 
of philosophy. 


There is unanimity among the commentators on the 
interpretation of this sara. 


This discussion about the dimension of Jiva as postulated by 
Jainism continues further in the next stra from a different angle. 
If a Jiva assumes the dimension of the respective body, which 
it enters during its earthly pilgrimage, then what is its dimension 
in the state of liberation? One cannot argue that a Jiva has no 
dimension at all in the liberated state, because there cannot be a 
substance or entity without any dimension’. And in Jainism, Jiva 
is described as a spiritual substance’. Then, since a Jiva cannot 
have a dimension without a body according to the Jaina theory, 
the existence of a body for a Jiva even in its liberated state, has 
to be accepted’. Then a question arises whether this body is 
eternal or perishable. It cannot be taken as perishable because in 
that case the liberated state would be similar to the mundane 
state’, 


The next sūtra points out the fallacy even in accepting this 
body as eternal. 


~ NN A ~A ` 
I% aeaea aaan, 2 


(2-2-36) 


1 a f& Raga manka) (TP. 2.2.36). 
2 OIP. p. 172. 


aas SS a ann 


3 mà ead Sid Fe: RARER aed À MARAT (GDK. 2-2-30) 
Ara miei marda | (TP. 2-2-36). 
4 amad fed ati aa: danaa. (TP. 2-2-36) 
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accasa yiana agame aaftad: Aga THAT 


Rae aea cara aA RÀ: PICT 
WAAAY cated Sar Blaster Secarfasrara 


Since a liberated Jivadtman has a dimension and since that 
Jivatman has to have a permanent body in order to have 
a dimension, on account of the permanency of both the 
liberated Jivatman and his body, there would be the adverse 
consequence of the present (worldly) bodies also getting 
permanency because there is no characteristic difference 
between the mundane body and the body in the liberated 
state, both being bodies only. 


If the worldly bodies become eternal one may never attain 
liberation, because liberation is impossible without the destruction 
of physical embodiment, which has been the source of misery'. 


Thus, we reach a stalemate that the body of a Jiva in the 
liberated state, can be taken neither as perishable nor as eternal. 
Since one arrives at such absurd conclusion, the Jaina postulate 
that the Jiva is of the size of the body it occupies has to be taken 
as untenable. 


Other commentators also arrive at the same conclusion that 
the Jaina postulate about the size of Jiva is not tenable. but with 
some variations in their interpretations. 


A 
IL WQTIhwTy_ | 
In this Adhikarana the Sitrakdra refutes the tenets of pasuputa 
te, Saiva schoo! of Indian thought. The followers of this tradition 
lwhieve that Pasupati i.e. Siva (Rudra) is the author of the world. 


they claim that their traditional writings (@gamas) are in 
wcordance with the Vedic views only. The language and style 


| of q Zra@dqaiaftadaedararaaa MA wa A EITA! (GDK. 2-2-36). 
(BNK. I. p.85). 
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of their doctrine gives a semblance of a Vedic school. But, the 
Sūtrakāra holds that their tenets are not exactly in conformity with 
the Vedic views and hence refutes them. In this tradition Pasu' 
means a Jiva and Pasupati connotes the lord of all Jivas i.e. the 
Supreme Being. This designation of Pasupati is ascribed to the 
third god of Hindu Trinity who is known by various names like 
Siva (auspicious), Rudra (terrific), Mahadeva (the great deity), 
MaheSvara (the great lord) etc. 


There are four shades of this tradition. One sect of 
Nakuligapasupatas holds? that the cause of creation and destruction 
of the entire world is Pasupati. Another sect of Saivas believes' 
that Pasupati becomes the cause of the world in conformity with 
the karma (merits and demerits of Jivas), and the existence of 
Pasupati is known by inference*. His body is said to be made up 
of five powers represented by five particular Vedic hymns. 
According to Saivas, the existence of a Supreme Being (Pasupati) 
who has full knowledge of the enjoyment or suffering in conformity 
with the respective karmas (of Jivas), the means of accomplishing 
them, and the material etc. required for them, has been established 
by inference’. Thus, the Saivas hold that Pasupati is only an 
efficient cause like a potter. 


On the other hand, another sect of Pdsupatas known is 
Pratyabhijfia Sampradaya, believes that MaheSvara (PaSupati) is 
both the efficient cause and the material cause of the world. They 
argue as follows®. Since the insentient things or sentient beings 


| May: Aau laren FY: | (SDS. p. 203) A Jiva who is not of an atom 

dimension and who is known by the terms like soul, is understood as 'patu' 

MÈRA FRILL! (SDS. p. 188). 

PATA: WHA: ALOT, AAA WAAR: | (SDS. p. 195,197). 

FPA RATT | (SDS. p. 197). 

aaa Aaa Aaaama RAA: sagna fa han: 

(SDS. p.198). 

6 S aS ees oes a 
i AAAA WTA HEREA AN N 

TRAC ACT fae farga a ean (SDS. p. 222). 


Ww & w N 
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who are not the Lord (i.e. Jivas) can not be the cause of the world, 
the will of that Bhagavan MaheSvara, who desires to remain in 
the form of thousands of different activities effecting (six)! 
modifications viz. creation, existence etc. of various things in the 
world, appears as the ever increasing activity and that is known 
as creation. This sect also believes in the identity between Jivas 
und Mahesvara. According to one of their dgamas’, this all- 
knower (MaheSvara) having been blinded by illusion (maya) and 
getting entangled in the bonds of karma, becomes an individual 
soul (Jiva). When such a soul is reminded of his (original) Lordship 
through learning, the permanent spirit is said to be liberated. 


The fourth sect known as Rasesvara sampradaya also believes 
in the identity of Jiva and MaheSsvara. Yet it holds that one can 
achieve the well-known liberation while living (Jivanmukri) if his 
hody gets stabilized. And it is promised that the way to get the 
stabilization of the body is to obtain the essence i.e. a constituent 
fluid of the body (rasa) known by the term Parada (the one that 
takes beyond the life)’. 


Thus, some sects of Pasupatas hold that Mahesvara is only 
the efficient cause of the world. But some other sects consider 
llim as both the efficient and the material cause and also believe 
in the identity between Jiva and Mahesvara. However, all the 
wets unanimously believe in Pasupati’s authorship of the world. 


\ so QARR, 3 I (2-2-37) 


According to Sankaracarya ‘the view that God is merely the 
lficient and not the material cause of the world is here considered’*. 


1 The six modifications are: aad | af) ada firana | amia 1 Raala i 

"q a maa: aan pie aaka ada ge gad N 
(SDS. p. 225). 

\ IÈ MRAR: Anaea Reseed galaa age: Aeaee 
ine- Aai onafesededd a aed | EA mE HRATT | 
(SDS.p. 229). 

| Mt taena: ARAA (S.BSB. 2-2-37), (SRK. p. 390). 
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He observes! that ‘the Mahesvaras hold that Pasupati, Siva, is 
the efficient cause. There are other systems which hold that God 
is only the efficient cause of the world’. Then he discusses the 
demerits of such a view of the Pasupata as well as that of the 
Sankhya, Yoga, Nyāya and Vaisesika. 


The interpretation appears fartetched and wide off the mark. 
The observation that Mahesvaras in general hold Pasupati as only 
the efficient cause of the world is not acceptable since only a 
section of them do so. There is no term in the sutra to indicate 
that the Siitrakdra is referring to the philosophical differences 
between various sects of Pasupaias. The question whether an 
entity is the efficient or material cause or both of the world, arises 
only after its causality is established. Further, as interpreted by 
Śańħkarācārya, the Satrakdra has already established that Brahman 
is both the efficient and the material cause of the world, in 
Prakrtyadhikarana (BS. 1-4-23) and Arambhanddhikarana (BS. 
2-1-15). Therefore, the same topic is not expected here again. 
Moreover, the views of the Sdnkhya, Yoga, Nydya and Vaisesika 
are already discussed earlier in detail and they are not expected 
to be referred to again. 


Ramanujacarya restricts the discussion to the views ol 
Pāśupatas only. According to him’, the Pasupatas’ view about 
PaSupati should not be respected on account of absurdity. Their 
concepts of philosophy, worship and other practices are inconsistent 
with the Vedas. The Vedas indeed speak of the Supreme Beiny 
Narayana alone as the efficient and material cause of the world 


Madhvacirya simply quotes a number of mantras from Rgveda 
and Mahdandrayanopanisad which clearly tell that Rudra or [vane 


| mèg ------- RA airaa aaka car aAA they 
---- faaea sfa aiaia I (S.BSB. 2-2-37), (SRK. p. 390). 

2 qg: gÀ: Ad selon! Ha: amaA --- Feed Ad aepo 
aqaa GARY | Fa: Ga KK wa aT ate soe q afea I 
Sribhdsya 2-2-35. 
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is not the creator of the world and Narayana alone is the creator, 
and then states' that Pasupati’s authorship of the world is not 
tenable on account of his dependent status. 


The sutra contains only two terms, ‘patyuh’ and 
‘asamanjasyat’. The latter in the ablative case is the probans. The 
word ‘patyuh’ is to be repeated in the remaining four sétras of 
this Adhikarana. It shows that this Adhikarana is telling something 
about Pati i.e. Pasupati. Since we have seen till this Adhikarana 
that the Satrakdra is refuting in this Pada the ontology of various 
other philosophical systems in India, one can easily guess the 
missing predicate of this opening sūtra of the Adhikarana as 
refutation of the causality of the world, i.e. na jagatkaranatvam. 
Therefore the exposition of the sātra would be as follows. 


Weg? qq: A STH gh Tq: CEEI IRA RGIE EE 
aAa 


PaSupati’s causality of the world is not tenable on account 
of his impropriety due to defects like dependence, birth and 
death ete. 


The defects shown above are taken as established on 
the strength of scriptures (Sruti)?. The term patyuh is repeated 
tuvrtti)?. 


The next sūtra gives another reason for not ascribing the 
causality of the world to Pasupati. 


ll go ATG Fo 1 (2-2-38) 


Wa: A Seamed oe: waned Wa TEN- 
AETTTTTA | 


| --=-- aa yà: qaan aangaat a gua aacKaT | 
(M. BSB. 2-2-37). 

! a aie ie | (TDK. 2-2-37). 

o gagaan (TDK. 2-2-37). 
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And Pasupati cannot be the author of the world because 
he cannot have a creator-creation relation with the world on 
account of having no body. 


On this sitra, Sankaracarya discusses the relation between 
Pradhdna, Purusa and [§vara. Ramanujacarya does not read this 
sutra. 


The next sūtra offers a further reason for not attributing the 
authorship of the world to Pasupati. 


go SRSA He N (2-2-39) 
qag: a meae Ya ada gena aT, 
BISCO IID IG | 

And Pasupati cannot be attributed with the authorship of 
the world on account of non-availability of a support or 


substratum to him, of any element like the Earth etc. as they 
are extinct before creation. 


The interpretation of Sankardcarya is more or less on these 
lines only as follows: *‘And on account of the impossibility ol 
a support (or substratum) (the Lord cannot be the maker)’’'. 


Ramanujacarya takes the term adhisthdna in the sense of an 
authority or controlling power and then argues how this powri 
cannot be ascribed to Pasupati on account of his being without 
a body etc.°. 


The next sétra refutes a probable counter-argument by 
the Pasupatas against the position taken in the two sires 
above. 


ll do monada ANOA: Hu (2-2-4 


1 SRK. p. 391. 
2 Sribhasya - RDK. 2-2-36. 
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E k AN EIEE TIG mara aR AN 

TE: L r E i 


If it be said that', just as our body is the medium of our 
effort, this entire causal complement of the world, being the 
medium for Pasupati’s creative effort, is in fact in the position 
of a body and support to Him, and therefore, it cannot be 
argued that Pasupati has no body and no support etc., it is 
not so, because if He has a body He would have the defects 
like subjection to the experience of pleasure and pain, birth 
and death etc. 


The next sé#fra argues that whether one assumes a body for 
Pasupati or not, in both the alternatives, there are defects, on 
account of which Pasupati cannot be attributed with the authorship 
of the world. 


do araqni AT sel (2-2-41) 


Ty: feared aaa qoaa spear ori ad A EAT 
aR: AAI ITAL? 


In case Pasupati is assumed to be having a body, then He 
is subject to limitation, or on the other hand if He is assumed 
to be having no body He may not be all-knowing, because one 
without a body cannot have knowledge. 


Thus, in either case, on account of such defects, Pasupati 
cannot be accepted as the author of the world. 


However, this dilemma does not apply to Brahman, the 
Supreme Being. The Satrakdra has explained in 
wibdamilatvadhikarana (BS. 2-1-28to32) that the Supreme Being 
has an omniscient, all powerful, happiness personified, 


| aAA de sad) Aaa addenda dea ARATI (TDK. 2-2-40). 
VKM. 2-2-4] 


UBIT) 
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extraordinary, trans-empirical and eternal form and He / It needs 
no physical body, organs or instruments for creation. Pasupatas 
also can make similar claim for Pasupati. But, the difference is 
that the Pasupatas’ claims are based on agamas, which are 
utterances of trustworthy and knowledgeable persons, which cannot 
be taken as absolutely free from imperfections. These points have 
been established in the Smrtyadhikarana and the Na 
Vilaksanatvadhikarana (BS. 2-1-1 to 5). On the other hand, the 
position of Brahman is based on the authority of Srutis, which 
are apauruseyapramana’. 


12 TARA | 


This Adhikarana appears to be a controversial one. The sdtras, 
being extremely laconic, enable the commentators to take divergent 
views. The first stra is as follows : 


THAIN | (2-2-42) 


The sutra literally means ‘on account of the impossibility ol 
origination”. 


Sankaracarya interprets the sūtra in the following way. ‘The 
Bhāgavata view (as expressed in the Pañcarātra āgama) admit» 
that God is both the efficient and material cause. It holds thal 
Vasudeva is the highest reality and is of the nature of pur 
knowledge. He assumes four forms, Vasudeva, Sankarsana. 
Pradyumna and Aniruddha. These answer to the Highest Self, the 
individual soul, the mind and the self-sense (ego). Vasudeva is 
the ultimate causal essence and the three others are the effects 
Sankaracarya does not object to the theory that Vasudeva is the 
Highest Self, higher than the undeveloped, and the self of all, that 
he appears in manifold forms and that by devotion and meditation 
we reach the Highest Being. Only Śaħkarācārya objects to thw 


1 BNK. ll. p. 94. 
2 SRK. p. 393. 
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doctrine of origination of Sarnkarsana from Vasudeva. If such 
were the case, the individual soul would be non-permanent and 
there is no possibility of release’’!. 


The second sétra (2-2-43) is interpreted as objecting to the 
concept of Pradyumna i.e. mind, originating from Sarikarsana, 
the Jiva and further Aniruddha, the ego, arising from Pradyumna. 
The third sdtra, (2-2-44) tells, according to Sankaracarya, that 
even if it is taken that all the four are forms of Vasudeva only, 
having the same knowledge and powers, still the objection holds. 
If ail are equal, then there is no need to have more than one forms 
und it contradicts the Bhagavatas’ own doctrine that Vasudeva 
is alone the Supreme Being. While interpreting the last sdtra, 
(2-2-45) Sankaracarya concludes? that the doctrine of Paficaratra 
is found inconsistent since it criticizes Vedas and has several 
contradictions. 


Ramanujacarya interprets the first two sdtras of this 
Adhikarana in the same way as that followed by Sankaracarya. 
But he treats them as Parvapaksa, and interprets the remaining 
Iwo sātras as refuting the contention of the Parvapaksa. According 
to him, the third sitra tells that’ ‘‘there is no ground to declare 
that this system (advocated by Paficardtra) is unauthoritative. 
Saunkarsana and others are called Jiva etc. because they are the 
presiding deities over the Jivas, the mind and the ego, and hence 
the nomenclatures are appropriate’’. The last sitra is interpreted 
to arrive at the following conclusion’. ‘‘Sandilya’s statement (in 
l'añcarātra, which is taken by Sankaracarya as disparaging to 
Vedas) is not meant to say that the Paficardatra system is opposed 
lo the Vedas, but is meant to praise the system, which gives in 
a clear and succinct manner the teachings of Vedas, and which 


| SRK. p. 393. 

: aina vafa--- aefecesiad| aeaa saya Ta Heda afr reqs 
(S.BSB.2-2-45). 

t Sribhdsya - SV. 2-2-41. 

4 Sribhasya - SV. 2-2-42. 
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can be easily grasped by even the dull-witted. Moreover, Vyāsa 
in the Mahābhārata praises this system and says that it is consistent 
with the Vedas and beneficial to man. So the same Vyäsa could 
not have maintained in the Brahmasiitras the non-authoritativeness 
of this system’’. 

Thus, in this Adhikarana Sankaracarya objects to the doctrine 
of origination of Jiva from Vasudeva, the Supreme Being, 
mentioned in Payicardtra, and arrives at the conclusion that the 
Bhagavata system propagated by Paftcardtra agama contradicts 
Vedas. Ramanujacarya takes a diametrically opposite view and 
concludes that the Paficardtra system is supportive of Vedas. 


The objection of Sankaricarya to the concept of Sartkarsana, 
a Jiva, originating from Vasudeva, the Supreme Being, may be 
true. But, the point is whether such a minor discrepancy, if at all 
it is there, is chosen by the Sftrakdra to refute here in this 
Adhikarana. There is no word in the sutra to that effect. 


In this Pada, the Sutrakdra refutes the tenets of various 
religious schools of Indian origin, which are hostile to Vedantu 
But Paficaratra is not considered as an dgama hostile to Vedanta. 
On the contrary, it is held as an Agama supportive of Vedanta 
in Srutis', Puranas? and Mahabharata *. In fact it is taken as u 
part of Sastra‘, which reveals Brahman. Even an advaita schol 
from Maharashtra, Amalinanda refers to Pañcarātra in his 


] “SORT Gh: Wa: qi al Fear aa: ae et: aat: axia aa: aien 
aa odie: wf eA: a gaa AA aa: GG Tete a are 
aaa aiaa efa amargi: | 


amna, fasta a ea i gfe AeAH (TPD. 1-1-1). 
Ra Gaus wR asa Ba fe) ese seen cea adan 1 


(Varahu Purana TC. HI. p. 79). 

3 TRARY PRACT Te ANIM: TATA AAAY UAK adeaafeftreadt n 
qgRARA FET FT FG aA arged feria feu 
(Mbh. Moksadharmaparva BNK. 1E p. 108). 

4 agaa ARG Tee g a araa afer Er 
(M. BSB. 1-1-3). 


w 
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Kalpataru, a gloss on Bhdmati, and observes as follows. ‘‘They 
are the works of Narayana himself. His omniscience is established 
by the Vedas themselves. He is not like Kapila or Patafijali- a 
mere individual self (but God Himself)’’'. In his opinion, the 
Pañcarātra is a deliberate composition and Sruti is naturally 
breathed out, and therefore the creation of a Jiva stated there (in 
Pañcarātra) is assumed to be in a secondary or figurative sense 
(and not as a mistake)’. Such apparent mutually conflicting 
statements may exist and do exist in scriptures. The Sätrakāra 
has reserved the next Pada entirely for this topic of reconcilation 
of contradictory statements in scriptures. So a discussion on how 
Sankarasana can originate from Vasudeva etc. as stated in 
Pañcarātra, is not expected here. So, the interpretation of this 
Adhikarana by Sankaracarya and Ramanujacarya appear to be 
furfetched and out of context. 


Madhvacarya holds that after refuting the doctrine of 
Pasupata school in the previous Adhikarana, it is natural 
to expect the refutation of the tenets of another religious school 
in India, namely the Sa@kta system, which is comparable with 
the Pāśupata system. His guess appears to be befitting to the 
context. Some later commentators like Nimbarkacarya accept 
this view?, 


“The Sākta recognize Śakti, conceived as a female principle, 
as the sole creator of the Universe. The school is also known as 
Vämamārga after its worship of the female principle with Tantric 
vites. The Sākta Agamas are more commonly known as ‘Tantras’. 
hree shades of Sākta thought have been referred to by 
Madhvacarya in his Anuvyakhyana, the Mahavama, Madhyavama 
wd Anuvama. Jayatirtha informs us that these also go by the 
names of Sakta, Sambhava and Anava schools. 


| BNK. H. p. 108. 

qaga: qn foafed gR da aeaa ra A Praca i 
CFC. TIL p. 82) (BNK. Il. p. 109). 

SRK. p. 394. 
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Sakti is all-in-all in the Mahavdma school. She needs no 
partnership with Siva to be the creator of the Universe. The other 
two schools make room for her alliance with Siva to a greator or 
less extent in the act of creation. There is thus propriety in 
considering this school after the Pasupata’"'. 


The first sé#tra is taken as refuting the doctrine of Mahavama 
cult among Sdktas. 


30 JAAA, 3 II (2-2-42) 


a UMANCHRTA, segrar, gesag Aaa, 
y l 


Sakti (the female principle) cannot be the cause of the 
world, because without the obligation of the male principle, 
production of progeny is not possible for a female principle 
alone. 


The next sutra refutes the position of Madhyavama school, 
which admits Sad@siva as an adjunct (upasarjanam) to Sakti in 
such creation’. 


Ngo aa Sd: BON HI (2-2-43) 
ad: agere Rae woi gR aed | 


The obliging Siva does not have the wherewithal like the 
(necessary) knowledge etc. 


Since Sadāsiva is conceived to be without a body and sense 
organs, he could not have the required knowledge to help Sakti 
If Sakti is assumed to have the power to provide a body to Siva, 
then she may as well create the whole world by herself without 
waiting for Siva's help’. 


| BNK. IL p. 104. 
2 BNK. Il. p. 105. 
3 BNK. IL p. 195. 
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The next s#tra refutes the dogma of Anuvama school which 
holds that Siva endowed with the necessary body, sense organs, 
supreme knowledge and all powers only assists Sakti in the act 
of creation. 


go Aaaa at aAa: go 


(2-2-44) 


qa: MEET Pra Perens sep Ale TET pT 
RA: ara AJAA: card 


In case it is accepted that the obliging Siva has all the 
necessary requirements like knowledge etc., then it would be 
us though accepting the Pasupata doctrine just discussed (in 
the previous Adhikarana). 


The Sütrakāra contends here that if the śākta is ready to 
confer so much power on Siva, he could as well join the Pasupata 
school instead of claiming to be a follower of the Sākta cult. 


Having refuted the three shades of Sākta doctrine individually, 
the Stitrakadra concludes the discussion by rejecting the dogmas 
ol all these schools, on account of the common defect of being 
in conflict with Srutis and Smrtis, in the next sitra. 


go Aaaa d n (2-2-45) 
HESAR Acea A STA AATA! 
The Sakta doctrine is improper also because it is against 


the teaching of Srutis and Smrtis. 


wer 


Chapter X 
Adhyaya Il, Pada 3 
Gimana gata: oe: 1) 


Having refuted the tenets of various schools of Indian thought, 
which are hostile to the Vedanta, the Satrakdra now proceeds to 
remove the apparent internal conflicts and contradictions in Vedic 
statements themselves in respect of the Vedic view of ontology. 
Moreover, after seeing the Smtrakdra rejecting the ontological 
concepts of hostile schools, the student would naturally be eager 
to know what exactly the Sutrakdara holds about the Vedic concepts 
of origination of matter and souls in the world. Badarayana Vyasa, 
the great master of Indian philosophy has achieved both these 
targets in one and the same attempt’. 


It is worth noting that there is a difference between a creation 
by a human being and that by the Supreme Being. For example, 
when a potter creates a pot, the pot is other than the potter. But 
when Brahman creates something, animate or inanimate, He 
remains in them as the controlling power’. Therefore, when the 
Sūtrakāra discusses about the origination of inanimate objects 
like Earth, water, fire, air and ether, he refers to the origination 
of both the element and its controlling deity (abhimdnidevatd) 
through whom the Supreme Being regulates the functioning of 
that element. The same s#tras cover the discussion about the 
genesis of the elements and their controlling deities as well’, 


As per the maxim of the needle and the frying-pan 
(stictkatadhanyayay', the Satrakdra first takes up the comparatively 
easier topics about the genesis of the basic elements and defers 
the problems relating to Jivas to the later Adhikaranas. 


adara WH: Wa Wed 1 (S. BSB, 2-3-1). 
ATLA AAMT! (Tait. Up. 2-6). 
imama amaA Aa: 1 (BVD. 2-3-1). 
When there are two objects to be attended to, the wise practice is to take up 
the easier une first. 


A w N - 
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A 
1 RAARO | 
Sankaracarya and Madhvācārya take the first seven sūtras of 
this Pada as forming this Adhikarana. However, Rāmānujācārya 
includes the next two sutras also in this Adhikarana. He reads 


stttras 3 and 4 together as one sétra and splits the sixth stra into 
two, treating the word sabdebhyah as a separate sūtra. 


According to Sankaracirya, the first sdrra, 


a Aad: | (2-3-1) 


contends, after importing the word utpadyate or adopting it 
tanuvrtti ) from the word utpatti in an earlier sūtra (BS. 2-2-42), 
that ‘‘Akasa is not created since there is no scriptural statement 
lo that effect’’'. This sūtra is treated as the Pūrvapaksa. It is 
assumed to be based on a statement in Chadndogyopanisad, which 
says’ that ‘‘That (Supreme) Being willed, ‘May I become many, 
May I grow forth’; It created fire’’. Here, there is no mention of 
AkdSa in the list of created elements. The next sūtra 


aka g | (2-3-2) 


is taken as answering the above objection. It says that? *'there 
is a statement (in Taittirīya Upanisad which tells that “Akasa 
sprang from that Brahman’)’’. Thus, an apparent conflict is 
envisaged between Chāndogyopanisad which states fire as the 
first created element and the Taittiriya Upanisad, which mentions 
Akdsa as the first created. 


The Pirvapaksin continues to insist on his objection and 
argues in the next sitra, 
EN 


smaga, | (2-3-3) 


| aag RA, IAA; BEA, ? AAA: (S. BSB. 2-3-1). 

2 Aga ag eat AAAA ASAA (Chand. Up. 6-2-3). 

1 Were g ata, Rin È eamaa Genes are: eae ae 
S. BSB.2-3-2), 
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that’, that scriptural statement asserting the genesis of Akasa 
is to be taken in a secondary sense only, because the creation of 
Akasa is impossible. The commentator further explains?:- The 
creation of Akasa is impossible since it has no parts. Akasa is all- 
pervading and so can be inferred to be eternal and without origin. 
Sankaracarya here refers to the Vaisesika view that whatever is 
originated springs from inherent (samavayi ), non-inherent 
(asamavayt ) and operative (nimitia) causes. We cannot conceive 
of such causes for Akasa. Therefore, as in common usage we 
speak of space being made or created, in a figurative sense, in 
the same way the scriptural statement about the creation of Akasa 
shall be treated as metaphorical’. 


The Parvapaksin further substantiates his assertion that Akasa 
is not originated, by an additional probans in the next satra, 


aega | (2-3-4) 


on account of scriptural text. The commentator then quotes 
a number of Sruti statements to show that Akdsa is omnipresent 
and eternal like Brahman. 


The Purvapaksin can be asked’ how the same word sambhata 
repeatedly used with Agni etc. is to be taken in the primary sense 
and in the case of Akasa in the secondary sense. The next sara 
answers the same. 


CIARA AERA | (2-2-5) 


One word ‘sambhiita’ may be used in its primary sense as 
well as in secondary sense depending upon the speciality of the 


a gq sau aaae ya: gerea | a eh gd; eA? aeh | 
SRK. p. 397. 
ATER StH ata HS BTN sas sede) To: TANT wae) Tay 
safa ae zea 1 (S. BSB. 2-3-3). 


aa ga: WANED --------- damag gadaa geai Ayala 
rA F afð 1 S. BSB. 2-3-5). 


we No 
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topic concerned, like the word Brahman'. The commentator quotes 
an example of Sruti where the word Brahman is used in different 
senses. In Taittiriya Upanisad (3-2), the word Brahman is used 
in the primary sense in the case of bliss and in the secondary sense 
with reference to food etc. 


Thus, the Parvapaksin reconciles in his own way, apparent 
conflict between a Taittiriya statement and a Chdndogya statement 
and contends that Akasa is not created. This stand of Parvapaksin 
is going to be refuted in the next two sitras. 


A A AS `A 
HATER TEA: | (2-3-6) 


**The statements (pratijfid ) in various Upanisads, that by the 
knowledge of one thing everything is known, are not contradicted 
(ahdnih) because the entire aggregate of things is non-different 
(avyaktirekat) from Brahman. So Akasa will also be one of the 
effects of Brahman; otherwise it could not be known when 
Brahman becomes known. There are also texts, which declare 
that all this is Brahman and AkdSa is included in the world. So 
Akāśa is a created product. The Chdndogya text in which Akasa 
is not mentioned, is to be interpreted in relation to the Taittirtya 
passage, Akasa and air are first created and then fire. There is no 
contradiction between different scriptural passages’’?. 


aan g Peart ata | (2-3-7) 


‘The word ‘but’ (tu) refutes the view that Akasa is not 
created. The creation of Akasa is not impossible. Whatever is 
divided (yavad vibhagah) is an effect (vikdram); whatever is not 
an effect is not divided as the Self. Akasa is divided from earth 
and so on and it is therefore an effect. It cannot be said that the 
Self also is divided from Akasa and so on, for the Self is self- 


| Fa went dyes Reahaisraa Tet Gras sain: wera | 
(S.BSB.2-3-5). 
` SRK. p. 398. 
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established while Akasa and others are to be established by other 
means of knowledge. An adventitious thing may be refuted but 
not that which is the essential nature of him who refutes. The Self 
is therefore not an effect. Śañkarācārya points out that Brahman 
existed before Akasa was produced. Besides, Akdsa is non-eternal 
because it is the substratum of non-eternal quality like sound. 
Statements regarding the eternity of Akasa are to be taken in a 
relative sense. Akasa is an effect of Brahman. Whatever is an 
effect has an origin. Akasa has Brahman for its material cause’"!. 


Out of seven sitras here, the commentator has treated four 
sutras as the Purvapaksa and three sutras as Siddhanta. As already 
observed earlier in Na Vilaksanarvaddhikarana (BS. 2-1-4 & 5), 
this is not in tune with the practice of the Satrakara. Wherever 
a statement is to be taken as Parvapaksa, it is followed by the 
words ‘iff cet’ or ‘cet’ and in the absense of the same it is not 
proper to divide the sdtras as Piirvapaksa and Siddhanta’. 


After so much of wrangling with the Pirvapaksin, the 
conclusion arrived at in the seventh sätra is, that ‘the creation of 
AkaSa is not impossible’. But, instead of adapting the word utpatti 
in the first satra from a previous one, ‘utpattyasambhavat ’ (BS. 
2-2-42), and making the first sūrra as Piirvapaksa, if we adapt 
the word utpattyasambhavah itself, we can arrive at the same 
conclusion in the first s#tra only. 


The topic for discussion in this Adhikarana is whether Akasa 
is created or is co-eternal with Brahman. The Taittirtya statement 
clearly holds Akasa as created. The commentator has to select 
another Sruti statement, which denies this tenet and states that 
Akdsa is eternal. Then he has to reconcile the two conflicting 
statements. Sankaracarya has chosen the statement ‘tattejo’srjata’ 
from Chandogya Upanisad (6-2-3) as the conflicting statement. 


1 SRK. p. 399, 
Aaaa agea- aA s a qa feea qaoacaleand qa | 
(TC. HL. p. 91). 
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But that statement is only silent about the genesis of Akasa. It 
does not say that Akdsa is eternal. Its silence cannot be construed 
as its denial of the Taittirtya statement’. There is no conflict 
between the two Sruti statements. 


Further, about the issue of priority of creation pointed out by 
Śaħkarācārya, it is observed that ‘‘the conflict of texts about 
Akasa with which this Adhikarana is concerned is simply over 
the question whether Akasa is produced at all or whether it is an 
absolutely un-originated (anddi ) tattva and that it has nothing to 
do with the other question whether Akasa or Tejas was the first 


12 


in creation’’?., 


While trying to establish the Siddhānta view that Akasa is 
created and not eternal, for the word pratijad in the sixth sūtra, 
the commentator refers to some assertions in Upanisads which 
tell that by the knowledge of one thing everything is known 
(ekavijidnena sarvavijndnam) and concludes that the entire 
aggregate of things (in the world) is non-different from Brahman 
and hence Akasa will also be one of the effects of Brahman’. This 
is the cardinal principle of Vivartavdda, advocated by 
Sankaracarya, according to which the world is non-different from 
Brahman and it is phenomenal appearance superimposed on 
Nirguna Brahman, just as a snake is seen in place of a rope. 
Likewise, if the genesis of Akasa means its superimposition on 
Brahman, then it contradicts the Sruti and the related satras*. In 
the statements ‘Atmana Akasah sambhatah’ etc. and in the related 
stitras, Akasa and others are not told as superimposed. Moreover, 
if Akasa, Vayu, Agni etc. are all superimposed, then the question 
of priority or order of creation, discussed by the commentator, 
becomes a non-issue. 


| arena fe aaaea Ra a g IRANRA: 1 a a sight: aiaeag 
REE I (TC. I. p. 90). 

? BNK. IL p. 137. 

+ ag af ama a aed eda aerftr Aaga amai AAA t (S. BSB. 2-3-6). 

1 aia aAa Aa aR: a R aea mea: Hy eR AA 
ACTING a sane: ÀA Tad | (TC. I. p. 91). 
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In order to prove that Akasa is a created thing or an effect 
(karyam), Sankaracarya puts forth a theory in the seventh sutra 
that whatever is divided or separate from others is an effect. Akasa 
is divided from earth etc. and therefore it is an effect. Besides, 
Akasa is non-eternal because it is the substratum of non-eternal 
quality like sound. He says that Brahman is an exception to this 
rule as He is self-established while Akasa and others are not. But, 
according to the Sitrakdra, Brahman is to be known through 
Sdstra (Sdstrayonitvat. BS. 1-1-3). Further, according to 
Vivartavada, Brahman is the substratum of innumerable non- 
eternal things in the world. Therefore, with this interpretation, 
there is a danger of Brahman also becoming “liable to genesis, 
as Brahman too is distinguished from the world of unrealities 
(neti netiy `. 


Thus, the interpretation of these sutras by Sankaracarya, 
appears to be far-fetched and far from convincing. 


Ramanujacarya also interprets these sétras almost on the 
same lines. But, he has correctly observed that the (Chandogya) 
passage apprehending fire as the first produced element, cannot 
be considered as competent to refute the origination of Akasa 
perceived in another Sruti, merely on account of the former’s 
silence about creation of Akasa ?. So there is no conflict as such 
between the two scriptural statements sought to be reconciled by 
Sankaracarya. Yet, Rāmānujācārya pursues the same controversy 
and explains the sitras following in Sankaracarya’s foot-steps. 
Only in the seventh sitra unlike Sankaricirya, he takes Vibhdga 
in the sense of origination and interprets the sara as follows. 
Where Akasa is spoken of as an effect of Brahman, its origination 
from Brahman is also declared thereby’. 


l BNK. Il. p. 140. 

2 iaaa dere: odd a aaa aga a AATA | 
(Sribhasya 2-3-6), 

3. Sribhisya- SV 2-3-7. 
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It is true that the genesis of Akasa presents a difficult problem 
to philosophers as well as to scientists. George Thibaut observes 
in his translation of Sankaracarya’s commentary on Vedantasiitras 
that, ‘“The Veddntins do not clearly distinguish between empty 
space and an exceedingly fine matter filling all space which, 
however attenuated, 1s yet one of the material elements and as 
such belongs to the same category as air, fire, water and earth’’'. 
This remark does not apply to Madhvacarya. He does take into 
account that the word Akasa means the empty space which provides 
room for bodies to exist (avyakrtakasa) and it also means the 
element ether pervading the whole universe (bhiitakdsa), which 
is recognized by the Vaifesikas as ‘‘one of the nine dravyas 
(substances) and the substratum of the quality ‘sound’’’?. 


Further, Madhvacarya propounds, *‘for the first time in Indian 
Philosophy”, his concept of two types of creation. One is the 
conventional creation of a thing, which did not exist earlier, 
like the production of a clay-pot, which is described by 
Naiyayikas as pragabhavapratiyogitvam. Madhvacarya terms it 
as Abhiitvabhavanam. The other is when an existing thing or 
person is empowered to possess some new characteristic and the 
thing or person of that characteristic is said to be created or born. 
For example, when a strip of iron is magnetized or when a person 
is appointed as an umpire, a magnet or an umpire can be said to 
be created respectively. This type of creation presupposes a superior 
power whose will dominates in it. Therefore, this type of creation 
is referred to as parddhinaviSesapti. 


Madhvacarya interprets the following sūtras in the light of 
these concepts. 


go a Rag: 211 (2-3-1) 
a Raa, agama cet ayd: 14 
| BNK. II. p. 126. 
? SED. p. 74. 


{ BNK. IL p. 127. 
4+4 M. BSB. 2-3-1. 
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Ākāśa is not without genesis, for there is no Sruti text to that 
effect. 


The predicate anutpattimat is adapted by anuvrtti, from the 
overall sense of ‘utpattyasambhava’ mentioned in BS. 2-2-42'. 
Here, the word vivar conveys the empty space, ether and their 
controlling deities as well’. Thus, viyat has four referents. 


The Parvapaksin is assumed to be contending that Akasa is 
not created. The concept of its creation is against common 
experience, logic and scriptural statements. The sétra refutes this 
contention. It says that Akdga cannot be said to be un-created 
because there is no clear scriptural statement declaring that Akasa 
is not created. 


The Parvapaksin further argues’. If there is no evidence to 
prove that a pot exists, no further proof is required to say that 
it does not exist. Similarly, no proof is needed regarding 
non-creation of Akasa, when there is no proof for its creation. The 
next sutra answers: 


J aed g Hu (2-3-2) 
ata a Aaga: mea APART: ya: Fees: | 


Precisely, there exists Sruti about the genesis of Akasa, 
like ‘Akasa sprang from Brahman (Atmana ākāśah 
sambhitah)”* etc. 


The Parvapaksin further contests. The Sruti quoted above 
contradicts another Sruti, which tells that ‘this Akasa is eternal 
(anadirva ayamākāśahy and the latter also disproves the 


L ay serraeand gaga RARR agad a frat ofr 
TÈ | (Bhasyadipika of Jagannātha Tirtha 2-3-1). (BNK. IL p. 126). 

2 3a A aa a Raa aa afaa Ba agag | (TDK. 2-3-1). 

3 aR mm pea ÀN TAI (TP. 2-3-2). 

4 Tait. Up. 2-1 
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Stttrakdra’s contention in the preceding sura that there is no clear 
statement declaring Akdsa as un-originated. 


The next sūtra addresses these objections. 


go Naaa, A II (2-3-3) 
aaka: Tet Aon ater saN 


The Sruti text, which describes Akasa as beginningless 
(anddi ), does so in a secondary figurative sense as otherwise 
it would be impossible to have significance for so many texts, 
which speak of the origination of Akasa from Brahman. 


Out of four referents of the term Akdsa mentioned earlier, 
ether (bhatakadsa) has to be originated in the sense of 
abhitvabhavanam *, since it has a form or appearance. So, the 
Sruti describing Ākāśa as beginningless, is utterly inapplicable to 
ether’. Since that Sruti is not universally applicable to all the four 
referents of Akasa, in the case of ether it can be taken in a 
ligurative sense either by ‘Chatrinyaya’* or due to ether’s 
unfathomable antiquity. Or, that Sruti can be taken as applicable 
to the remaining three referents of Akasa only, leaving out ether. 
If the empty space and the two controlling deities are thus taken 
as beginningless, then the utpatti-sruti cannot be said to be 
applicable to them. It is not so. The utpatti-sruti is applicable to 
all the four’. In the case of ether, the genesis is in the sense of 
abhutvabhavanam, and its presiding deity has a genesis through 


| VKM. 2-3-3. 

: ed etd Gl TIAA, SAN! (TP. 2-3-2). 

v afai gta gR: agi ce ST R RRA SRR a Ream 
TO A RaRa AT AM À AA: (TDK. 2-3-3). 

‘1 Jn a group of people, even-though some persons only are carrying umbrellas, the 
whole group is sometimes described as ‘people with umbrellas’. This is known 
as Chatrinyaya. 

. ORA RR: cafe tea: apar ARA: wediakesraita sahara 
agaaa, agaa a seafeyfage (TDK. 2-3-3). 
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his becoming embodied. In the case of empty space and its 
presiding deity. the genesis is through parddhinavisesdpti from 
Brahman. The concept of empowering the empty space to hold 
things is creating corporeal things and enabling space to hold 
them'. For example, a person can function as an umpire provided 
that there are two competing teams brought before him. Thus, 
according to Madhvacarya, the text, which refers to AkaSa as 
beginningless does not contradict the text declaring the origination 
of Akasa from Brahman ?. The sūtra indicates that the utpatti- 
$ruti covering all the four referents of Akasa is to be taken as 
primary and the andditvasruti which covers only three, is to be 
treated as secondary (gaunt ). 


The above conclusion is arrived at on the evidence of inference. 
The next sutra offers another evidence based on sabda (Sruti) for 
the same conclusion. 


H We Hi (2-3-4) 


seca: TWO wea aAA | seat yd aa Cat 
seared q oi BIO: Te ATT eet APTN fè 
sagad aa yaragi: uni: aage ITA: 


A “ 


Ada RGAE HITT A agge: afa aq: | 

The andditva-sruti is secondary, also because of what is 
stated in Bhallaveya-sruti *. In this Sruti, Prana, Sraddhad and 
Akāśa are taken as created as well as un-created and they are 
indeed created in parts. Therefore, the import is that the Sruti 


tells genesis of the four referents of Akasa, ether etc. and non- 
creation of some of those parts like empty space. 


1 Saat mi AAN HTA: (VVM. 2-3-3). 

2 a aag: aaa: (TP. 2-3-3). 

3 au g aa eas g: pa are A aa aaea om: a a 
P ae reed ee eae aa Rrena | 
a Gd aeredicaed + dard ges: velacen are ga) Aaga A 
arqeafaatea a ore: cane fa ama geara fi DICTEE GER 
(M. BSB. 2-3-4). 
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Hence, the utpatti-sruti, applicable to all the four referents 
of Akasa, is to be taken as primary and the andditva-sruti, 
which is partially applicable to them is to be understood as 
secondary. 


The next sätra gives an example to show how the same word 
can be used in a primary sense in one context and in a secondary 
sense in another. 


| go CRT Ae (2-3-5) 


Tay ASTRA aS Beas shy ARRI Aes cad THT WA 
agak Waa qeacdsfi anal aqeaed eared | 


Just as the term Brahman though primarily denoting the 
Supreme Brahman is also figuratively applied to the four- 
faced Brahma, similarly the same expression ‘having no 
genesis’ though primarily true of the Supreme Being, can 
certainly be applied to Akasa in a figurative sense. 


The word ‘ca’ in the stra is in the sense of ‘eva’, and it 
is taken twice (dvriti), once in the sense of ‘same’ and next time 
as an emphatic particle. 


It is well-known that the secondary significance of a word 
is taken only when its primary meaning fails to give a coherent 
sense. But, here, what is the harm if Akasa is held primarily as 
not originated? The next sitra clarifies the doubt. 


` A ~ AS ` 
l 30 MAENAN, rA: Ze ll (2-3-6) 


wes aqeafraareca Bead E sé adaga A AN: 
[mN AN (S ` 
MA: eL Sel: AARRE RARA AAAA A: 
AARAA: RRRA M CTA 
If the expression ‘not originated’ appearing in a text is 


understood in its primary sense with reference to Akasa also, 
then the promissory statement in Sruti that ‘‘He created all 
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this (finite reality)’’' would be contradicted because Akasa is 
not excluded (avyatirekat) from (but included within) the ambit 
of the phrase ‘‘all this’. It is evident from many Sruti statements 
that Akasa has a beginning. 


Madhvacarya quotes a number of Sruti statements, which 
declare that Brahman alone existed before this creation. By using 
the word sabdebhyah in plural, the Sätrakāra suggests in this 
sutra that on account of contradiction by so many scriptural texts, 
it is proper to take one rare statement telling non-origination of 
Akasa in a figurative sense’. 


Having established here that Akasa has origination and 
therefore the text describing it as un-originated is to be understood 
in a figurative sense, on the evidence of Sruti, the Sūtrakāra 
arrives at the same conclusion on the basis of inference also, in 
the next sūtra. 


Ng Water g art Sead wn (2-3-7) 


Until now, we have seen sutras in the form of syllogism. This 
appears to be a peculiar s#rtra. It states only an invariable 
concomitance (vydpti) like ‘wherever there is smoke there is 
fire’*. In addition the stra provides an illustration ‘/okavat’ 
meaning ‘as in the world’. The word ‘vikdra’, which ordinarily 
means modification, is taken in the sense of that which undergoes 
modification (karmani ghar)’. The phrase y@vadvikadram is an 
adverbial compound‘, signifying ‘whatever is subject to 
modification’. The word ‘vibhaga’ or ‘vibhakta’ is interpreted by 
Madhvacarya, in the sense of that which is subject to limitation 


1 Tait. Up. 2-6. 

2 Fer agyfaktueneangearceagerd near, eft aR | (TDK 2-3-6). 
3 A A A: a aa: | 

A ARAR a ERÈ GTA, (T) . (Panini 3-3-19), Baa sereia ed Ada 


ga Waid | Ad: HAT (MQ 1 (TDK. 2-3-7). 
5 Aaa (aTa: | (Panini 2-1-8). 
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y 


of capacity’. The root ‘bhafija’ not only means ‘to divide’ but also 
‘to defeat’”. Thus, the vydpri expressed by the sëtra is that whatever 
is subject to modification, has limited capacity. The converse is 
also true. Whatever has limited capacity, is subject to modification’, 


In order to prove inferentially the conclusion of the preceding 
stitra that Akasa is originated, the necessary syllogism suggested 
by the sūtra on the basis of the above vyGpti, is as follows. 


qafeen a: fafa: a: Pant: ere: aeqakaar ado 
q: fem: a: fate: pa aft eal: 1 ada fad, frat 
garm, Aarna, Saad, efaa! 


Whatever is subject to modification has limited capacity. 
Conversely whatever has limited capacity is subject to 
modification or creation. Therefore, Akasa is created also on 
account of its limited power, like the ordinary wordly things 
pot etc. 


This interpretation also looks round about and far-fetched. 
But, that is Brahmasiatra. At places, such laboured interpretations 
appear inevitable. 


2 ATA | 
l So Uda ALARA EA: HN (2-3-8) 


eqReqid: | 


By this i.e. by the sum and substance of the arguments 
put forth in the preceding Adhikarana, the scriptural passages 


| funn amaa a add wales! gid gaa (M. BSB. 2-3-7), 
imaa piirinen anA | (TDK. 2-3-7). 

> Val Bea (gaT) I 

1 aaar fara caret aom fore: , aeaee: | at fore: a fafa 
ait eniem waa arated parad! (TDK. 2-3-7). 

1 qaae parh, gidd (TDK. 2-3-7). 
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expressing non-origination and origination of Vayu (air) stand 
explained as being in a figurative sense and primary sense 
respectively. 


Sankardcdrya considers the same controversy between the 
Changodya statement! which does not mention air (v@yu) as 
originated and the Taittiriya statement? which declares Vayu as 
produced from Akasa. The Purvapaksin contends that Vayu is not 
Originated since it does nol figure in the list of originated elements 
in Chandogya Upanisad (6-2) and further Brhaddranyaka 
Upanisad (1-5-22) refers to air as the deity, which never sets’; 
therefore the Taittiriya text should be taken in a secondary sense. 
The siitra decides, according to Sankaracarya, that air is a product 
because in that case only, the scriptural text would not be 
contradicted and also because of the axiom ‘whatever is an effect, 
is divided’*. The denial of an end (setting) for the presiding deity 
of air, Vayu, is with reference to the lower-knowledge (aparavidya) 
where the greatness of the deity is told for the purpose of worship 
(upasana), and that denial is only in a relative sense compared 
to Agni, Surya etc. 


The arguments put forth for establishing the genesis of air 
here, are the same as those made by Sankaracarya in the preceding 
Adhikarana, for the genesis of Akasa. Therefore, the observations 
made for holding those arguments as un-convincing, hold good 
here also. Since Śaħñkarācārya treats these two Adhikaranas as 
establishing the genesis’ of Akasa and Vayu as pure elements 
(bhitas), on the basis of same arguments, this sitra could have 
been included in the preceding Adhikarana only. Ramanujacaryi 
docs exactly the same. He treats this siitra as part of the preceding 


TASHA | (Chand, Up. 6-2-3). 
BAA ART: AYA: | MENET: t (Tait. Up. 2-1). 
Aaen saat AEG: | (Brha. Up. 1-5-22). 
Tage a mmga agkia fad: (S. BSB, 2-3-8) 


e w nN 
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Adhikarana and interprets it as follows. ‘‘By this very argument, 
is explained the origination of Mdtarisvan, the wind’’'. 


Sankaricirya justifies the discussion about the genesis of 
Vayu in a separate Adhikarana, saying that the special glonfication 
of Vayu alone as ‘not setting’ may lead the dull-witted to presume 
that Vayu could be without genesis. But the point is that the 
Brhadaranyaka Upanisad refers to the presiding deity 
(abhimanidevatda) of air as ‘not setting’, and not the elemental air, 
while Sankaracirya and Rāmānujācārya discuss the genesis of 
elemental Akasa and Vayu in these sātras?. Further, Sankaracirya’ s 
explanation that the glorification of Vayu-devata as immortal is 
for the purpose of worship (updsand) does not sound convincing 
because the other devatads mentioned in the same passage, Agni 
und Surya, who are more popular and who are worshipped more 
frequently and regularly, are not similarly glorified. 


According to Madhvacarya, the justification for discussing 
this sutra in a separate Adhikarana is due to the special position 
held by the presiding deity of air, Mukhya-prana, among the 
several deities. The parables in several Upanisads about the 
incontestable suzerainty of Prana over the other /ndriyabhimani- 
devatas are well-known’. Actually, there is no controversy about 
the genesis of the elemental air. But, as already said in the 
introductory remarks to this Pada, the discussion of the genesis 
of elements (bhittas) necessarily involves a discussion of the 
genesis of their presiding deities as well. 


Madhvacarya quotes a number of texts, which show the special 
status of Mukhya-prana. One such text says*. ‘‘Now indeed follows 


| Sada oga Aa aacgcaiaeateaar: (Sribhisya- RDK 2-3-8). 

K aara Za WEY: aft mAN Ram | cae ar aaa | 
mead fad ARAA (TC. I. p. 93). 

U BNK. IL. p. 141. 

| aa g Aana anaa fa aae agaia feat arga È aai 
yaa AAA (M. BSB. 2-3-8) (BNK. II, p. 142). 
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the explanation of the eternals and the non-eternals (among the 
finite reals). Fire, water, earth and ether, these are the non-eternals. 
Vayu is indeed the eternal; for by V@yu are all the beings properly 
guided’’. Therefore, the description of Mukhya-prana in the 
scriptures as eternal, cannot be easily brushed aside as a figurative 
statement as was done in the case of Akasa, because the Sruti 
places Mukhva-prana on a different pedestal as compared with 
the presiding deities of other elements. 


But, the sätra avers that the eternality of Vayu i.e. Mukhya- 
prana is in a figurative sense. Madhvacarya explains the position. 
According to him all Jivas, whether of ordinary creatures or of 
exalted deities, are beginningless (svarūpānādi). Mukhya-prana 
is also one of them. Embodying of the Jivas is creation in the 
sense of abhatvabhavanam and their getting any exalted position 
is also a creation in the sense of paradhinavisesapti. ‘‘The special 
aspect of Vifesanityatva and ati§ayacetanatva affirmed of Vayu 
in the anddittvasrutis is to be understood, says Madhvacarya, in 
the sense that in addition to his etermality of being (svarūpānāditva) 
which he shares in common with other Nityapadarthas like 
Avyakrtakasa, the other Jivas etc. Mukhya-prana has the unique 
distinction of retaining undiminished and intact, even in the state 
of Mahdpralaya, the special power of his genious called 
Pratibhajnana which is competent to visualize, even in the absense 
of a physical body (in Mahdapralaya), the past and the future like 
the present”! 


In order to remove the cobweb of confusion in the minds of 
students, about what is eternal in the world and what is not, 
Madhvacarya refers to a passage from Karma-purdna which 
clarifies the position and shows where Vayu stands. It says, ““This 
world consists of four classes of things, the indestructible, the 


1 G es sierra: | yeaa: attic) maa 
afma mfa: 1) (AV. 2-3-8) (BNK. Il. p.145) 1! artkenarashY orien TAA 
Reigada ad: aema, eran sa seta: | ANCIAL 

qafa aff gA: | (NS) (BNK. Il. p. 145). 
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highly indestructible, the destructible and the highly destructible. 
The highly destructible are the products of Earth and other elements. 
The destructibles are the elements themselves. The indestructible 
is declared to be Vayu. The absolutely indestructible are only the 
purusa (Jivas), Prakrti and Time. This four-fold (world) is 
marshalled and supported through eternity by the Supreme Being 
who is Himself absolutely eternal, highest of the high, who is the 
redeemer (of Jivas) exalted far above (the Jivas), who is nothing 
but unlimited bliss and the most brilliant Lord’”!. 


A 
3 AAFHATI ROT | 
Having seen in the last two Adhikaranas that even the things 
like empty space and Jivas considered as eternal, have some sort 
of genesis in the world, one may doubt that the Supreme Being 


also may be subject to some kind of origination. The following 
sūtra clears such doubts, if any. 


l go aamatg HASITA: go (2-3-9) 


All the commentators agree on the purport of this sittra that 
Brahman has no origination. But they explain the sutra differently. 


Sankaracarya explains the contention of the sitra as follows: 
Brahman whose essence is existence, cannot be suspected to have 
been originated from anything else, as it does not stand to reason. 
Brahman is indeed mere ‘being’. It cannot spring from mere 
‘being’, because without some superiority in the cause over the 
cllect, there can be no cause and effect relation between them. 
Nor can Brahman be said to have sprung from some ‘particular 


| freq: waaa curser: weer saed qae g cia afen 
q yeti AÀ agea: eg Aa: Gee: pR: es GA T os Aged 
na Pra: ER | eaa maada A AAA: | aaa a 
ʻu fa BT 1 (M. BSB. 2-3-8). 
q WS AT: Gases Hdlueeda: aaa safe: aN ; HEAT? ATTA: | 
aan R ae a ag aaa: auata | sercatasa splatter: | 
ala akama ceeded) arenes SGA exaed ag aka: aT 
area: ference | a ferent aaaea mets hy rare Aga 
TOAPEP ARH SATA | (S. BSB. 2-3-9). 


MA 
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form of being’, as it is against experience. Particulars are seen 
to be originating from a general form, but not vice versa. Nor can 
Brahman spring from ‘non-being (asar)’, because non-being is 
without any character. Now since it is seen (in the world) that 
one effect springs from another effect, it should not be concluded 
that Brahman also may be an effect of some other thing, because 
if an original cause is not accepted, it may lead to an infinite 
regression. Kalpataru explains this point'. ‘‘It is the illusory 
appearance of something which constitutes an effect. The 
superimposition is impossible without conceding a real substratum. 
The existence of Brahman as such a substratum is therefore an 
essential requisite’* 


The above claim that Brahman is mere ‘being in general’ is 
not acceptable? because in that case the Supreme Being cannot 
co-exist in conformity with practical (vydvahdarika) particular 
forms of being, and the Supreme Being cannot be said to possess 
both the aspects of general and particular being. The explanation 
by Kalpataru that an effect always means an illusory appearance 
is not convincing because it is not in tune with what the Sutrakara 
is discussing in this Pdda. In the last two Adhikaranas where he 
establishes the genesis of Akasa and Vayu, nowhere has he used 
any word, which conveys or suggests the notion of an illusory 
appearance of or a superimposition of Akasa over Brahman ov 
Vayu over Akasa. 


Ramanujacarya takes a different view that this sūtra is not 
meant to discuss whether Brahman is un-originated or not, but 
is mentioned as an exception to establish a general rule. According 
to him, the stra declares that’, ‘*Brahman alone is un-originated. 


1 fade R adaa ge areata a seca: fi ae cad acamaed aa fy 
MAE, Td Acad? Fi ar fae wa afta AÀA? (Kalpataru 2-3-9) 
(BNK. IL. p. 155). 

2 waht acme’ ARA aa) warieal seo} eqeeteacragreaarnd, wade 
a mmaa (TC. Ill. p. 95). (BNK. Il. p. 156). 

3 weve: aqeafa: aA sem: wa) aefeftaca acahreqeafed uate ---- 
TAARA Feary ----- aga: a aÀ) (Śrībhāsya - RDK. 2-3-9). 
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Non-origination of anything except that is not possible. Non- 
origination does not stand to reason in the case of all except that 
(Brahman)’’. 


This Pada is intended to reconcile the conflicting statements 
in scriptures. But, instead of using this sūtra to resolve the 
contradiction about the eternality of Brahman, Ramanujacarya 
takes the sutra lightly as an exception. If his interpretation of this 
sūtra were correct, then the Sūtrakāra should have stopped 
discussing the genesis of any other thing, here only. But the 
Sutrakara continues to discuss the genesis of fire, water, earth and 
so on. Vydsatirtha remarks that ‘‘superfluous topic has been 
discussed and what should have been discussed has been omitted’’'. 
Therefore Ramanujacarya’s interpretation of this s#tra, though 
literally correct, is not found satisfactory and convincing. 


According to Madhvacarya the doubt about the origination 
of the Supreme Being arises from the Sruti statements like, ‘‘Asadva 
damagra Gsit tato vai sadajayata (Non-Being indeed was there 
before this world; from it indeed sprang Being i.e. Brahman)’’? 
ind ‘‘Asatah sadajayata (from Non-Being sprang Being)”. 
From such statements if one contends that even the Supreme 
Being is subject to genesis, the sūtra says that it is not so and 
asserts that Brahman has no origination. 


HA: FANT: SAI TE Aca AJITA: Sd: AHN Aaa: 
y : q aeaa 


Brahman is absolutely un-originated because genesis of 
un existent entity from non-existence does not stand to reason, 
as such a thing is nowhere seen. 


The word ‘tu’ (but) in the sitra tells that the arguments 
wlvanced in the preceding two Adhikaranas are not applicable 


| Fae mea: | (TC. UL p. 95). 
' "Pai, Up. 2-7. 


1 RV. 10-72-2. 
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here’. It is contended there that though empty space (avyakriakaSa) 
and Mukhya-prdna are eternal in essence, Sruti describes them as 
originated in the sense of parddhinaviSesapti. That cannot be said 
of Brahman because Brahman is not conceived as subservient to 
any superior authority and He does not owe His powers to any one’. 


It is not enough to infer that Brahman is absolutely un- 
originated, in order to ward off the contradiction from a Sruti text, 
because the Veddntins hold that a Śruti statement cannot be 
disproved by the evidence of inference. Therefore, it is incumbent 
to show that the import of such apparently conflicting texts does 
not really contradict the eternality of Brahman. Madhvacarya 
quotes the evidence of Paingisruti to show how it views the text 
‘Asatah sudajayata’. That Sruti declares that? “‘in the text ‘In the 
beginning (of creation) of the deities, from asat sprang sat’, asat 
indeed means Brahman, sat is Prana, which Prana they call the 
great, the enduring, the powerful, the strong’’. Madhvacarya quotes 
a verse from Bhagavata which supports this view that sat conveys 
Prana. The verse says: ‘O brilliant omniscient unborn Lord, you 
put in your seed in Sakti (Laksmi), who is (also) unborn and the 
source of all qualities and activities; from her we, sat (Prana) and 
others have issued; tell us how we should fulfil the purpose for 
which you have made us’. 


Thus, Madhvacarya shows how the purport of texts which 
apparently conflict the eternality of Brahman, does not really do 
so when the texts are properly interpreted with reference to context, 
His interpretation of the sutra looks more appropriate to the theme 
of removing apparent internal conflicts in Vedic statements, 
proposed in this Pada. 


1 g Reda Ae, IFAR | (M. BSB. 2-3-9). 

2 aqaa: maA, Care| (NV. 2-3-adhi. 3) (BNK. Il. p. 152). 

Qari yd pisaa: aAA wel al wea aa MT: AA Ae GE A 

aaea sft ARAA: (M. BSB. 2-3-9). 

4 ‘ead 2a mi quale taccaaral RATAS: | adi ad ae aay Tafa sem 
waaay fe au gA mÀ (3-6-28) (M. BSB. 2-3-9). 


oe) 
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4 ASRR | 

Having discussed the genesis of Akasa and Vayu in the first 
two Adhikaranas of this Pada and having cleared an incidental 
doubt about the eternality of Brahman itself, in the third one, the 
Sutrakdra reverts to discuss the genesis of the third element, fire 
(Agni ), and its presiding deity in this Adhikarana. The conflict 
here is between the text', ‘Agni originated from Vayu’ and another 
statement*, ‘That (Brahman) created Tejas (Agni )’. The doubt is 


whether Agni originated from Vayu or from Brahman. The 
following sdtra clarifies. 


2 saan AS 31 (2-3-10) 


According to Sankaracarya the sitra takes the view that, 
“Agni originates from Vayu as told in the Sruti ‘Vayoragnih’ 
because the ablative case affix used for the word Vayu, 
clearly conveys so’. Regarding the conflicting Sruti 
‘Tattejo'srjata’ he explains that’ after the creation of Akasa 
and Vayu, Agni can be thought of as originated from Brahman, 
which has assumed the form of Vdéyu, (and not from the 
pure immutable Brahman). Thus there is no contradiction by the 
latter Sruti. 


But this interpretation goes against the spirit of the introductory 
vitra ‘janmadyasyayatah (BS. 1-1-2)’ which defines Brahman 
as that from which originates everything in the world, animate 
or inanimate. Further, Sankaracarya explains in a just by-gone 
wira (BS. 2-2-6) that if the text ‘by the knowledge of one 
thing everything is known’ is to hold good, the entire aggregate 
wf things in the world has to be the effect of Brahman. This 


| aana: (Tait. Up. 2-1). 
' AASA | (Chand. Up. 6-2-3). 


1 amaaa watia aad) aenes fa: agaifacddaatsanrata | 


(S. BSB. 2-3-10). 
| wert a a ga gÀ wa Asg af eÀ | (S. BSB. 2-3-10). 
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is not possible if Agni etc. are taken as the effects of Brahman, 
which has assumed the form of Vayu etc’. 


Moreover, according to Vivartavdda, an effect is an illusory 
appearance on a substratum and it vanishes on knowing the 
substratum. So Agni etc. should vanish on knowing Vayu etc., just 
as the silver seen in place of a shell’. But we never see Agni 
vanishing on knowing Vayu. 


In the above interpretation, the Taittiriya statement 
is taken in the primary sense and the Chdndogya statement 
is explained away in a secondary sense, thereby compromising 
the primacy of Brahman in creation. Hence, it is not 
convincing. 


Ramanujacarya takes an opposite view. He also interprets this 
sutra as telling that fire originates from air, and the next sétras 
as telling, ‘‘water is produced from fire’’ and *‘Earth is produced 
from water’’. But he treats all these sutras as Parvapaksa and a 
following sätra ‘Tadabhidhydnddeva tu tallingat sal’ as refuting 
the Purvapaksa. That stra is interpreted as establishing the fact 
that Brahman, as embodied in the immediately preceding substance 
is the direct cause of all effects like Agni, water, earth etc. It has 
been observed time and again earlier that treating one stra as 
Pirvapaksa and another as Siddhdnta, without any indicative 
words like ‘iti cet’ or ‘cet’, is not in tune with the practice of 
the Siitrakara, The siddhanta that Brahman is the true cause of 
the evolution of Agni etc. through the intermediary causes as merc 
vehicles, can be arrived at directly from this 
sutra by properly interpreting the term atah in the sūtra. Thal 
is what is done by Madhvacarya. According to him the sétra 
is to be understood as follows. 


| fas, aa maaana aR Raada walters added a ear 


(TC. UI p. 97) (BNK Il p. 167). 


2 Rada gire pA maaa AAAA FATA (TC. H p. 97 
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Fa: g FSM: qa Aa: aa ASÀ sea Te “ASAT 
aid Blt: ATE | 

From Brahman only, fire also originates, as the scriptural 
text ‘tattejo’srjata (Chand. Up 6-2-3)’ says. 


Here, the words ‘tu’, “Brahmanah (satah), and ‘utpattimat ’ 
are continued (anuvriti) from preceding sutras, and the term 
‘tathā °’ is understood in the sense of ‘also’. The purport of the 
siitra is that Brahman is the primary cause of all creation and that 
is not refuted by texts! like ‘Vayoragnih’, since they only tell 
Brahman as the source of all genesis through the vehicle of the 
mediate causes. 


5 AARU | 

The conflict being resolved in this Adhikarana is between 
the Taittirtya text?, ‘waters originated from Agni’ and another 
Mundaka text*, which holds waters as produced directly 
from Brahman. The following sutra resolves the conflict in 


the same way as the preceding sutra decides the origination of 
Agni. 


% AMG: BH Il (2-3-11) 


ads g AR: TH sw: an ads geafaaca: fe serra 
---- BY ga wel: STE | 


From Brahman only, water also is produced, as the 
(Mundaka) text ‘etasmadjjayate Gpah’ says. 


| 44 aanaeaiegaeta: 1 aa agent ase EAN: | (TP. 2-3-10) 

2 RAT: | (Tait. Up. 2-1) 

1 gema HT Aa: Aaa a Te ares: Geet eae Ro i (Mund. 
Up. 2-1-3). From this (Supreme Being) are produced the Chief of breaths, mind, 
all organs of senses, Akasa, Vayu, Tejas, Waters and the Earth which supports 
all. 

‘| In classical Sanskrit ‘apa’ is used in plural only, but in Veda in singular and 
plural (SED. p. 30). 
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The extra words in the exposition are taken from the preceding 
sūtra by anuvrtti. Here again the purport of the sitra is that water 
originates primarily from Brahman through the vehicle of Agni, 
and therefore the Sruti ‘Agnerdpah ` does not refute the primacy 
of Brahman in the creation of water. 


According to Sankaracarya, this sizra tells that water springs 
from Agni as per Sruti. Rāmānujācārya also interprets the sūtra 
as telling that water also springs from fire, but he treats it as 
Pirvapaksa, as done with the preceding sätra. The observations 
made against both these views in the preceding Adhikarana hold 
good here also. 


In his explanation of this sutra, Madhvacarya suggests by 
using the word ‘adi’ (etc.), that the arguments made here could 
be used to establish the genesis of other finite realities like Prthivt, 
Osadhi, Anna etc., by implication of the analogous (upalaksana)'. 
The word ‘Apah’ in the sutra is indicative of others’. 


One can argue that the genesis of water also could have been 
understood likewise by implication. Madhvacarya justifies the 
necessity of this stra in order to remove an additional doubt of 
the opponent that water originates from fire only because of the 
popular observation of sweat, etc. following heat. 


6 Fea 

After going through the discussions about the genesis of 
Akasa, Vayu, Agni and Ap, the student would naturally expect the 
next discussion to come could be about the origination of Prthivi, 
the Earth. S. Radhkrishnan avers that *‘there is a sitra which 
is not mentioned by Sankardcarya, Bhiskara and Baladeva. ‘The 
Earth originates from water’ Prthiv?’*, Madhvacirya also does 


1 Ae: wy angg: | (M. BSB.2-3-11). 

2 FA AAA AAA Aa R TET | GAS AATETTA | 
(TP. 2-3-11). 

3 mie: Ga: A: (M. BSB.2-3-11). 


4 SRK. p. 401. 


i 
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not read this sétra. But he has indicated in his interpretation of 
the preceding sutra that the genesis of Earth from Brahman could 
be understood by upalaksana. Ramanujacarya reads this sutra, 
‘Prthivi’, and interprets it as mentioning the opponent view that 
the Earth originates from the waters. 


Even after accepting the fact that the Supreme Being directly 
originates everything in finite reality through some vehicles, there 
sull remain some contradictions in scriptural texts about these 
vehicles themselves and their sequence etc. For example, one text 
tells that ““They, the waters mused, ‘may we become many, may 
we produce many’, they produced Anna’’'. Another text says that 
‘*from waters, the Earth originated. From the Earth, sprang plants. 


192 


From the plants, the food (Annam) was created’’’. 


The doubt here is whether the Earth originates from water, 
or the food. The next sutra reconciles the conflict. 


Nl 30 Aaaeeeaa: Fo tl (2-3-12) 


The word Annari (here in Chanogya Sruti) refers to Earth 
and not to the popularly understood food. The reasons for 
this preference are: (i) The context of the topic (adhikara) is 
of the evolution of the basic elements as expressed by the text 
‘tattejo’srjata’, just preceding it. (ii) Further (in the same 
chapter of that Upanisad), Annan is said to be black in colour, 
which agrees with the appearance (rapa) of Earth. (iii) 


| ol Oy Gerd aga: Ea aia aT aaa | (Chand. Up. 6-2-4). 
> at: Gd) gA attgeg: ASAA (Tait. Up. 2-1). 

l That (Brahman) created Tejas (fire). (Chand. Up. 6-2-3). 

\ That which is black belongs to Anna. (Chand, Up. 6-4-1). 

* The Earth also is denoted by annam . (Tait. Up. 3-9). 


14B 
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Moreover, there are scriptural texts (Sabdantara) like ‘Prthivi 
va annam ` etc. which confirm that ‘annam °’ can denote the 
Earth. The term ‘adi ’ (etc.) in the sūtra suggests the existence 
of arguments in addition to the above three, like the 
irrefutability of Vedas on account of their divine superhuman 
nature. 


All the commentators agree on the interpretation of this sātra. 
7 ANNARA, | 
` A `A A z 
l 2 daea g MAAA a: Z% 
(2-3-13) 


This satra is viewed by different commentators differently. 
The word abhidhyāna means (i) desire or (ii) deep thinking. 


According to Sankaracarya, the doubt here is whether the 
insentient elements themselves bring forth their effects without 
any help from Brahman. The sūtra resolves that’ He, the Supreme 
Being only abiding in the form of these elements and reflecting 
on the respective effects produces these effects; whence? on 
account of His that characteristic (of being the controlling principle 
in these elements). 


Ramanujacarya stresses’ on the word tu (but) in the sūtra. So 
he assumes the previous sétras No. 10,11 and 12 split into two, 
as Parvapaksa and this sūtra as the Siddhdnta. The word ‘but’ 
refutes the view expressed in the previous satras. This sūtra avers 
that the Supreme Being, as embodied in the immediately preceding 
substance, is the direct cause of all effects like Mahar etc. Whence? 
From the indicatory mark, viz. reflection on the part of these 
substances. 


1 a Raa: aa aa ores aema: aaa d d faa AA: ga: 
aga! (S. BSB. 2-3-13). 

2 gaza anga: | mamai AACE: A WT ENa.: 
BRON! Ed? aare, Asal! (Sribhdsya - SV. 2-3-14). 
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Madhvacarya takes an all-together different view. He thinks 
that the discussion about the genesis of the basic elements is over 
and a fresh topic about their dissolution starts here. The exposition 
of the sutra is as follows. 


a: WTA g Seat, Fae? qafa eA, eRT: 


He, the Supreme Being, indeed is the destroyer (of the 
world) because He only has the characteristic of being the 
destroyer of the created world, which understanding naturally 
follows from His indicatory mark that His desire is the cause 
of dissolution of beginningless bondage, as disclosed by the 
Svetasvatara Upanisad text (1-10). 


In this explanation, the two terms with ablative endings in 
the siitra, are not taken as providing two reasons for the same 
assertion. But one provides the reason for the other. Thus, there 
is a two-stage successive (Paramparika) reasoning. Paramdtman’s 
causality of destruction of the created world is inferred from His 
causality of the dissolution of the beginningless trans-migratory 
hondage, by ‘a fortiori’ arguments (kaimutyanyaya). The idea is 
that when Paramdtman’s desire can be the cause of the dissolution 
ol the beginningless bondage of samsdra itself, then what to talk 
of the capability of His desire in destroying the created world’. 


Sankaradcarya and Rāmānujācārya interpret this sātra in the 
context of preceding sutras. But, the doubt assumed by 
Sankaracdrya is not acceptable even to his own followers who 
have written glosses on his commentary. Amalananda remarks in 
his Kalpataru that this doubt renders the sutra redundant since 


| Sveta. Up. 1-10. 


, srigaraeedear a fA Rar: aaea Helse sla aR AA TE 
igata: 1 (TDK. 2-3-13). Vaivadhikaranam means the state of being in different 


vase relations or positions. 
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it has been considered earlier. He modifies the doubt by shifting 
it from the insentient elements to their presiding deities'. But in 
the preceding siitras, Sankaracirya has all along considered the 
elements only and therefore this shift in Parvapaksa, amounts to 
a shift in the position taken by Sankaracarya’. Hence, it is difficult 
to accept this interpretation as convincing. Ramanujacarya’s 
interpretation also is, more or less, on the same lines. Moreover, 
the difficulties in considering the previous siéfras themselves as 
Pirvapaksa, are already mentioned earlier. 


Madhvacarya thinks that this Adhikarana decides the authority 
of Brahman in dissolution of the world, because the next 
Adhikarana talks about the details of dissolution, like the sequence. 
He finds the necessity of this Adhikarana in order to dispel a 
possible doubt due to some apparently conflicting Sruti statements 
like the one from Mahdndrdyana Upanisad (16-2) which holds 
a functional deity (Rudra) as the author of destruction while 
Taittirtya Upanisad (3-1 ¥ avers that Brahman is the final repository 
of all created things. The difficulty in accepting Madhvacarya’s 
interpretation is that there is no term in the sūtra, which suggests 
that the säātra talks about dissolution. But, even in the first sūtra 
of this Pada, ‘na viyadasruteh (BS. 2-3-1)’, there is no word to 
suggest that the sūtra initiates a discussion on the creation. As 
it is a guesswork there, depending on the context, here too it is 
so. Madhvacarya’s guess appears convincing. 


8 fradaritracors | 
ll go Aai g msa Tadd A wl 
(2-3-14) 


| a mR p aaa aea ear ea are aren 
qa aagana tAE a ARA ETAETA | Aasa gaa afaa: 
STATS RPO Saar aera \(Kalpataru 2-3-13) (BNK. IL. p. 171) 
BNK. Il. p. 172. 

moa ARA eet on franecaedaearcaaed | (Maha. N. Up. 16-2). 

Fal a gA A aa | Ga maa aa aeaa | AARTE | 


ageta | (Tai. Up. 3-1). 


A wh 
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Śańħkarācārya and Madhvacarya hold that this sūtra decides 
the sequence of retraction of created elements during dissolution. 
But Ramanujacarya thinks that the discussion about creation still 
continues and that this sātra tells about the order of creation. He 
points out to an apparent conflict between Taittiriya Upanisad 
and Mundaka Upanisad regarding sequence of creation. The first 
one tells! that Akasa sprang from Brahman, Air originated from 
AkaSa, Fire from Air and so on. But the Mundaka Sruti says? that 
from It (Brahman) is born the vital breath, mind, all the sense- 
organs, Akasa, air, fire, water, earth. This sequence is quite the 
reverse (viparyaya) of what the preceding text says. According 
to Ramanujacarya’? this sūtra declares that the sequence of creation 
stated in the reverse order is tenable only on the acceptance of 
the position that each of these effects is from Brahman itself, 
embodied in the immediately preceding causal substance. In view 
of the laconic composition of the sé#tra, this interpretation by 
Ramanujacarya cannot be said as incorrect. However, it appears, 
as observed by V. S. Ghate*, *‘far less natural than the one given 
by Śañkarācārya.” 


The Sruti ‘yatprayantyabhisamvisanti (Tait. Up. 3-1, quoted 
under the previous stra) tells that all created things finally enter 
and dissolve into Brahman. But it does not talk of the order of 
retraction of the things. So, the doubt here, according to 
Sankaracarya, is whether the retraction of the created things takes 
place in the same order us they are created or there is no definite 
order at all. The s#tra avers that the order in which the created 
things are retracted into Brahman is the reverse of that in which 
they are created, and it is logical. Sankaracarya provides some 
practical examples. One who climbs up a stair has to climb down 


| gemena BHA: g: | aaa: 1 arta: ange: gfe i 
(Tait. Up. 2-1). 

> Tae wo Aa: adiegait wi a agan: gre Aa Ro i 
(Mund. Up. 2-1-3). 

aa gA Fag Ae: adea TEA | (Sribhasya 2-3-15). 

1 VSG. p. 83. 
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in the reverse order only. A clay-pot, when destroyed, goes back 
to its cause, the clay. However, Sankaracirya has not pointed out 
any conflict between two Sruti texts, which would have justified 
the inclusion of this sūtra in this Péda. 


Madhvacarya interprets the sara on these lines only. He 
quotes some apparently conflicting texts. One text! says that 
‘from the same Lord indeed this world is produced successively 
and is retracted successively.” From this text, it appears that 
origination and retraction of the world takes place in the same 
order. Another text? tells that “from the imperishable Supreme 
Being only, all this originates sequentially and into the same 
Supreme Being everything is retracted in the reverse order.” This 
Sruti clearly tells that dissolution occurs in the reverse order. 


The sétra reconciles this contradiction as follows. 


mA: g, eee a sas 
gaara Aado Haid | Fae? Aa, HEATH aI « 
aa aac la asta: ger aed Gaicrarat 


amaid, Aada sod a gid 


The order of the dissolution mentioned in the Sruti text 
that ‘(the world) is produced in order and is retracted in 
order’, is the reverse of the order of evolution because in this 
very Sruti it is further clarified that dissolution is in the 
reverse of the order of evolution’. If this is so, one may feel 
that it is against common experience. Therefore it is explained 
that those produced earlier are comparatively more powerful 
and hence the dissolution in the reverse order is quite proper 
also. 


| “ad g dé egaa SA aragata arate sa A are 
sATA | (M. BSB, 2-3-14). 


2 aaaea aiga HAT) aea Aa aAa AA i gà Agdaranaral 
RGA: WAA | (M. BSB. 2-3-14). 


3 RA MORPET Rect ERREA 1 a: PRERA a eh: R IAA 1" gem 
A EATA (M. BSB. 2-3-14). 
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It is to be noted that the Sruti text that ‘the world is evolved 
in order and dissolved in order’ is not contradicted later by the 
same Sruti, because the ‘reverse order’ is also an order’. 


Q Aer | 
go Seca Renae savy afearefa IAAT, 2 N 


(2-3-15) 


This sätra is interpreted differently by different commentators. 
The word antarā in the sūtra means (1) between, or (2) except, 
and is used as a preposition with nouns in the accusative 
case. 


Sankariicdrya takes the word antard in the sense of ‘between’. 
He refers to a conflict between the oft-quoted Taitititya text 
(2-1), which describes the order of origination as Akasa, Vayu etc. 
and the Mundaka text (2-1-3) (quoted earlier under BS. 2-3-14), 
which mentions the genesis of mind and sense-organs between 
Brahman and the elements. Thus, there is a variation from the 
previously stated sequence of origination and retraction. The 
sūtra refutes this contention on account of non-difference (avisesat) 
between the instruments like the intellect, mind etc. and the 
elements”. Śankarācārya quotes a Chandogya text to show that 
non-difference. He further argues that’ the Mundaka text provides 
just a list of created things like elements and sense organs, and 
not the order of their creation. 


Thus, Sankaricarya reverts to the topic of creation of things 
and the order of their creation. If the Sarrakdra had this topic in 
his mind, he could have positioned this siétra along with others 


| Baen À eA Aa: 1 (TDK. 2-3-14). 

2 Sea (qed) TRIE YAMA sede (Menage e aeons 
aqaraed qena, qaae aAA Va, a aware 
(S. BSB. 2-3-15). 

o mai g aaa O Yai g a aa saa d | 
(S. BSB. 2-3-15). 
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dealing with creation. Moreover, the Mundaka text under reference, 
mentions Prana, Manas and Indriyas in between Brahman and 
Akasa, but this sūtra refers only to Manas and Vijfidna. The 
omission of Prana in the sfitra, creates a doubt whether the 
Satrakdra intended to discuss this topic here. Therefore, this 
interpretation does not appear convincing. 


Ramanujaicarya continues the discussion of creation. So he 
cannot be said to have reverted to the topic of creation. He holds 
that! the word vijfidna in the sutra, which means knowledge, 
stands for the instruments of knowledge i.e. sense-organs. In 
the previous sitra (BS. 2-3-14), Ramanujacarya refers to the 
Mundaka text (2-1-3) and avers that each one of the entities listed 
therein, originates directly from Brahman, embodied in the 
immediately preceding causal substance. But, the Pārvapaksin 
insists that this Mundaka text gives the order of creation only 
because’ the elements Akasa etc. mentioned therein are in the 
order of creation, corroborated by other Sruti. The sūtra refutes 
this argument as follows. ‘‘On account of the indicative mark of 
being mentioned with them (Akasa etc.) if it be said that Vijfidna 
and Manas also are apprehended as being produced in order, in 
between the elements and the Prdna, (we say) il is not so, on 
account of non-distinction, i.c. because the relation of the form 
of direct origination of Vijfidna, and Manas and Akdsa etc., 
mentioned in the passage, ‘from this, is produced’, is common 
to all entities from Prana to the Earth, the same should be thought 
of and not the order”. 


In spite of importation (adhyahdra) of so many words, this 
interpretation does not appear to offer a clinching answer to the 
objection. It is almost a repetition of what is said in the interpretation 


| Ramma, sheen ferenaftegeaed | (Sribhasya 2-3-16). 

2 aky AAA, garnira: FA: Say iA (Sribhasya 2-3-16). 

3 q: mmea pA AAR afi mer AA --- A Aq, aw 
si . « fà 


adi mmeg ARa a AAA A FA: | (Śribhāsya - RDK 2-3-16) 
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of the previous sūtra. Ramanujacarya also has not given any 
explanation regarding the omission of Prana in the satra. Therefore, 
itis doubtful whether the Sutrakdra intended to discuss this topic. 


Madhvacarya understands the word antard in the sūtra. in the 
sense of ‘except, and he does not leave the track of the topic from 
the previous sétra. According to him, this and the next sutra 
consider whether there are any exceptions to the general rule of 
dissolution in the reverse order of that of creation. 


He quotes a text', which tells that ‘from Prāna, originates 
Manas and from Manas, originates Vijfidna’’. Another text’ 
indicates the order of dissolution as it says, ‘the wise shall 
contemplate that speech merges into mind and mind retracts into 
Vijfidna’’. Vijndna originates from Manas and therefore as per the 
general rule of dissolution it should retract into Manas. But here 
in the latter text, Manas is said to be retracting into Vijiana. Thus, 
a doubt arises whether Vijfidna and Manas are exceptions to the 
general rule. The siétra rejects such a contention, as follows. 


RRA SRT SAT oO aa Acar wa: esa, 
TAH TA EPMSARCTSA I Sel AA SLT ASANTE | 


If it be said that the law of dissolution in the reverse order, 
established before, is applicable to all other principles except 
Vijiadna and Manas on account of their characteristic of 
retracting in the same order as in creation, as told in Sruti, 
it is not so because there is no special evidence to that effect. 


No doubt, this interpretation with a minimum of importation 
appears natural and lucid. But, when the Pérvapaksin can point 
out Sruti texts which declare the evolution and dissolution of 


l MAEA ATT Aam (M. BSB. 2-3-15). The source of this Śruti is not known. 
However, the Tait. Up. Gives the same order of genesis as follows. (i) Yama, 
maA, AASR STAT AAA: | (2-3) (ii) ea, AAA, AASER AAT 
Raa: | (2-4). 

2 aAA we: aA AMHA (Katha. Up. 1-3-13). 
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Vijfiana and Manas in the same order as that in creation, a naive 
argument that there is no special evidence to that effect does not 
appear to be clinching reply. 


The Sätrakāra seems to be aware of this. Therefore, he clarifies 
in the next stra where the misconception of the Parvapaksin lies. 
This is a complicated sara and calls for a cool attention. 


I fo PRISE CAPT AREA Maca He N 
(2-3-16) 


The word Manas (in the preceding sūtra) indeed stands for 
the principle of mind (at universal level) as well as for the individual 
internal instrument (antahkarana) of cognition. Similarly, the 
term Vijfidna denotes the principle of intellect as well as the 
common knowledge acquired by the individuals’. 


The word cara in the sätra stands for the fickle sense-organ, 
mind, and its state of cognition called knowledge. The term acara 
indicates the steady principles of mind and intellect (at the universal 
level)’. The sitra clarifies: 


aga: AAAA aara fa Fal AAE EIRT: g 
REA: e aaa: TEMA: | TAT: aA: 
JE? aTe: A | q SEE HATTA: | 
$a:? aaaea NRY AT AAG: A SHS aaa 
qad, seraa! 


It is possible that, in the statement ‘Vijñāna originates 
from Manas’, the words Manas and Vijfidna can convey 
respectively (i) the sense organ, mind, and its principle, and 


1 aaaea fe ard aap a oadd ae frarameatsft ata saad a 
(TP. 2-3-16). 

2 RR ge Woe aateuhred aghedaged wy wad) see eft areca 
aadd faga Al (TDK. 2-3-16). 

3 Hm means divided or parted, from the root WSL to divide. The term Wi is formeil 
by suffixing STL as per sūtra TAE (Panini 4-3-120). Thus, 4th means partial. 

4 VKM 2-3-16. 
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(ii) the mind’s state of cognition called knowledge and the 
principle of intellect. Yet, those terms in that statement refer 
only to their partial senses, the individual sense organ and its 
state of cognition respectively. It is not illogical to accept those 
senses because the knowledge of moving and non-moving 
objects in the world originates from the reflective action of 
the mind. 


Therefore, this characteristic of Vijfidna in the sense of ordinary 
knowledge, originating from Manas as a sense organ, is not a 
special evidence to render the universal principles of Vijfiana and 
Manas as exceptions to the general rule of dissolution in the 
reverse order. 


In order to show that the sequence of evolution of Manas and 
Vijfiana as the universal principles, is quite different, Madhvacarya 
quotes a verse from Skanda Purdna which gives the order as 
follows: 


Brahman Avyakta— Mahat— Vijfidna— Manas Akasa 
Vayu etc. Dissolution would be in the reverse order. 


Such an argument based on recognizing different referents of 
the terms mind and intellect, could be more effective in reconciling 
the conflict between the Taittirtya Text (2-1) and Mundaka text 
(2-1-3) under the previous sūtra, than those offered by Sankaracarya 
and Ramanujacarya. 


The interpretations of this sātra by Śaħkarācārya and 
Ramanujacarya are quite different. Ramanujacarya considers this 
sūtra as the last one of Tejodhikarana and interprets it in two 
ways. In the first, he takes the word bhakta in the sense of partial. 
The siitra tells that! the reference to moving and non-moving 
things by various words is only in a partial sense, because all 


| farms: Tee eTIS UT: aa ArT Tae: | aeg- 


TARO ARI: THOT agne, -----, (Sribhasya 2-3-17). 


436 BRAHMAN IN BRAMHASUTRAS [BS.2-3-16] 


objects are modes of Brahman and all words denote Brahman, 
but that Brahman, is not comprehensible by perception etc. 
Alternatively, he takes the word bhdkta in the sense of secondary 
and reads the word abhakta i.e. primary in the sūtra, Then the 
sutra means that' the words denoting moving and non-moving 
entities denote Brahman in their primary sense because ‘‘the 
denotative nature of all words points out to the nature of 
Brahman’, With these interpretations, the sūtra appears out of 
context in a discussion on the genesis of elements. Moreover, 
there is no conflict here between two texts, to justify the inclusion 
of this sara in this Pada. Thus, the interpretation appears far- 
fetched and unconvincing. The very fact that the commentator 
offers two interpretations of the sdtra, shows that he is unsure as 
to what exactly the Satrakara intends to tell in this säātra. 


Sankaracarya assumes that the discussion about the evolution 
and dissolution of elements is over with the preceding sétra, and 
that with this sara onwards upto the end of this Pdda, the 
discussion would be about the problems connected with individual 
souls, Jivas. He takes the word bhakta in the secondary sense. 
According to him, the sé#tra declares as follows. The usage of the 
words, birth and death, with respect to a Jiva, is in a figurative 
sense only. The words, birth and death, primarily refer to the 
moving and non-moving bodies, and are used in regard to Jiva 
abiding in them in a secondary sense, because these words, birth 
and death, come into use when the body emerges and disappears, 
and not otherwise’. 


The pronoun tad in the compound ‘tadvyapadesah’ in the 
sutra, should refer to some noun appearing in the preceding sitra. 


| WER: Rett ap: Gea: | Fas) aaa AANA A ATMA | 
(Sribhasya 2-3-17). 

2 Sribhasya - RDK 2-3-17. 

3 ARE: g N ÅT HARA: | ARE: CRRA AA ARATA 
aa: RÀ aA À AÀ A arfa aià a, 
miaa: fe aa: AAAS Had: A Ha: (S.BSB. 2-3-16). 
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But in this interpretation, tad refers to the birth and death of Jiva, 
which does not appear anywhere in the preceding sätras of this 
Pada. Thus, the interpretation appears arbitrary! and hence 
unconvincing. 


10 SCART | 
NAc 
Il 3 qaes ydd ATHY: SO Il (2-3-17) 
The commentators differ in their interpretations of this satra. 


Sankaracirya holds that this sara discusses about the genesis 
of the individual soul, Jivaétman i.e. Jiva. The doubt here is 
whether Arman in the sense of Jiva, is originated from Brahman, 
like Akdaga etc. or it is un- originated like Brahman?. He points 
out to a conflict of texts in this respect. One text? tells that like 
the sparks from fire, Jivas originate from Brahman. Another text’ 
tells that that immortal Supreme Being enters the creation and He 
only gets the status of Jiva; the text does not tell the creation of 
Jiva as such. The sitra resolves this conflict as follows*. Arman 
i.e. Jiva is not created, because in the context of creation of 
elements in Sruti, there is no mention of the genesis of this Jiva. 
And it is understood from Sruti texts that Jiva is eternal only. This 
is what is declared by the sdtra. Sankaracdrya draws further 
additional conclusions‘, Similarly, it is also understood from Sruti 


BNK. Il. p. 191. 

Re siae: amem Aaa we: sad ARA aaa a aAA | 

Sen JARA RR REREN: AKA: MA EN: | ARA ARN: N: SATAN 

aa ġara a | As from the flaming fire issue forth thousands of sparks of the same 

form, so from the Immortal proceed diverse Jivas and they find their way back 

into it. (Munda. Up. 2-1-1). 

1 a aang afed fre | aed acargferara | He created all this whatever 
exists. Having created, He entered it (Tait. Up. 2-6). 

5 A STH Sta Tere eel; eed? syd: a R sea seqkaraw savage ya 
AgI Maca aa: fcaed fe seq feral aaa | (S. BSB. 2-3-17). 

6 Fa sete, aiden, Age wet starred A a afer | 


tS. BSB.2-3-17). 


= t3 — 
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texts that Jivdiman is beginningless, immutable, and that the 
immutable Brahman only gets the status of Jiva and that Jiva is 
in essence Brahman only. He then quotes a number of texts in 
support of his corollary conclusions. 


The word Atman' no doubt stands for both Paramdtman and 
Jivatman, but it primarily denotes Brahman. We have seen earlier 
in ‘dyubhdvadhikarana (BS. 1-3-1)’ that the word Arman is to be 
preferably taken in the sense of Brahman. Hnece, in this sitra 
also the word Atman is Brahman. In that case, the sara would 
mean that Brahman has no genesis, which has already been 
proved earlier in Asambhavadhikarana (BS. 2-3-9). 


Further, if Arman is taken in the sense of Jiva, then the sūtra 
would mean that Jiva has no genesis. But this beginninglessness 
of Jiva, samsdra, karma etc. has already been argued in BS. 
2-1-35. Thus, whether one takes the word Arman in the sūtra as 
Brahman or Jiva, the above interpretation renders the sūtra itself 
redundant. Moreover, the additional conclusions that the immutable 
Brahman only gets the status of Jiva and that Jiva is in essence 
Brahman only are, as the commentator says, understood from 
Sruti texts. Hence, it is a matter extraneous to the sūtra. Moreover, 
it is doubtful whether the Taittiriva text ‘tad srstva 
tadevGnupraviSata’ can be construed as declaring that the Supreme 
Being only gets the status of Jiva in sentient things, because He 
enters everything created by Him, both sentient and insentient 
(yadidam kifica). With this interpretation, the sitra does not offer 
any new scope to arrive al the doctrine that ‘Jiva is in essence 
Brahman only’. 


Thus, the above interpretation of the sātra is found farfetched 
and unconvincing. 


| SCAR RÈ UARA a aeaiedeaue | (S. BSB. 1-3-1). The use 


of the word Arman, self, denotes Brahman and not unintelligent matter or the 
individual soul. (SRK. p. 286). 
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Ramanujacarya reads the word aśruteh in the sūtra as Sruteh, 
and interprets the stra on the same lines as follows: The individual 
self is not (produced), (for it is so) mentioned in the scriptures, 
also (on account of its) being eternal, (for so it is known) from 
them (the Sruti texts)'. Then he also draws extra conclusions 
according to his views’ that Brahman has for its body the sentient 
and insentient beings both in the causal and effected states, etc. 
This interpretation is also found unconvincing for the same reason, 
slated above. 


Like Sankaracarya, Madhvācārya also reads the word asruteh 
in the sitra, but takes the word Atman in the sense of Brahman. 
Having established that all elements in the world evolve from 
Brahman and are subject to retraction into Brahman in a reverse 
order, and that Brahman itself has no genesis, Madhvacarya holds 
that the Siétrakara now considers a possible doubt whether 
Brahman also is subject to extinction (laya). According to him, 
the discussion on dissolution still continues. He quotes a text’, 
which says that ‘‘He having caused all this to dissolve in darkness, 
finally remains hidden in that darkness, having dissolved the 
darkness He issues forth’’. Such a description of Brahman during 
dissolution (pralaya) that ‘He remains hidden in darkness’ may 
be understood by linguists that this may be a euphemistic way 
of telling that Brahman also gets disintegrated into extinction. 
The sūtra rules out such an extinction for Brahman. 


ATH RAT aA Std Fd: Syd: ASTI HAT aa: 
qomadi ai scaiegina: aea Aa T 4 


The Supreme Being does not become extinct, because 
there is no such evidence of Brahman’s extinction in the 
scriptures, and also because Its eternality is (positively) 


| Śrībhīşya - SV. 2-3-18. 

2 Sribhasya - SV. 2-3-18. 

1 a sé ade org eaen fia: ag Aena RBAI (M. BSB. 2-3-17). 
1 VKM. 2-3-17. 
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understood from many scriptural texts like Nāsadīyasükta 
which tells that ‘the all-pervading one (bhu) lay concealed 
by the inferior (tuccha) principle of Prakrti. 


According to Madhvacarya, the text that tells that He lies 
hidden in darkness does not mean that the Supreme Being melts 
away into extinction, but only means that during dissolution 
(pralaya) He remains concealed and wrapped up in primeval 
darkness which is an aspect of Prakrti and is invisible to others'. 
Ndasadiyastikta corroborates this aspect’. 


As an example of ruti texts, which positively describe 
Brahman as eternal, Madhvacarya quotes a mantra from 
Kathopanisad, which says that’ *‘He is the eternal of eternals’’ 


La 
11 STATA | 
The Satrakdra now turns towards the more difficult questions 


about the sentient beings i.e. Jivas and discusses them till the end 
of this Pada. 


J% HSA TE Hil (2-3-18) 


Sankaracarya sees a doubt as follows. The Vaisesikas believe 
that the individual soul, Jiva, in essence has no intelligence, but 
it acquires intelligence later through sense organs, while the 
Sankhyas hold that the soul is basically of the nature of eternal 
intelligence*. So the doubt is whether Jiva’s intelligence is 
adventitious or natural. The séra clarifies the doubt. 


(The soul is) intelligence (jai), for this very reason (ata eva)’. 


BNK. II. p. 188. 

Faanaitied aera! (RV. 10-129-3). 

fact fear! (Katha. Up. 2-2-13). 

a aÈ agang: easter: aaa, sieaa Peay 
Wi (S. BSB. 2-3-18). 

5 SRK. p. 405. 


w N = 
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Sankaracidrya explains': This Atman (Jiva) is of the nature of 
eternal intelligence for this very reason, i.e. because jiva is 
unoriginated, i.e. because the unmodified Supreme Brahman only 
appears as Jiva on account of Brahman’s contact with limiting 
adjuncts; the Supreme Brahman only is said to be of the nature 
of intelligence, in scriptures. 


In this syllogism, the subject (kartā ) ‘Jīva` is repeated from 
the previous sittra. The predicate ‘jriah’ is interpreted in the sense 
of the nature of intelligence. The probans ‘ata eva’ is construed 
as “because Jiva is unoriginated’ from the decision in the preceding 
sūtra according to the commentator. But his further conclusion 
based on this unoriginated status of Jiva, that the unmodified 
Supreme Brahman only appears as Jiva on account of Brahman’s 
contact with limiting adjuncts, looks hypothetical. And without 
this hypothesis, the mere fact of being unoriginated cannot prove 
Jiva’s nature of intelligence’. 


In the above argument, it is taken for granted as a proven fact 
that because Jiva is unoriginated, Brahman only owing to contact 
with limiting adjuncts appears as Jiva. This doctrine is neither 
proved in any of the earlier sutras nor any reference to it is made. 
The previous sūtra is interpreted by Sankaracarya as saying that 
Jiva is un-originated. Even that is found unconvincing. Therefore, 
all this argument cannot be sustained by the words ‘ata eva’ in 
the sūtra’. 


Further, the word ‘jfiah’ grammatically means' ‘the knower’ 
but not ‘the knowledge’, as assumed in the interpretation. 
Moreover, the validity or else of the tenets of various schools 


|g: Rehas sit Ga ganda AA wa ae pagia- 
mamak: WIE ACW ARAEA ITAA |S. BSB. 2-3-18). 

> BARAT gen | (TC. 1I. p. 108). 
| IRERE a ap AAN NA JA: | (TC. Ul. p. 108). 
| gaari: F:I (Panini 3-1-135). After a verb ending in a consonant but 
preceded by ł., 3 or 3% (long or short), and after the verbs ṣi, Ñ and h, comes 
the affix $ (A). MA = J: (knower) 
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other than Vedanta are considered in the second Pdda of this 
Adhydya. In this Pdda, the apparent conflicts of texts within 
Vedanta are discussed’. Therefore, a Piirvapaksa based on the 
difference between the tenets of Vaisesika and Sankhya schools 
does not fit in here”. Thus, the interpretation of the sätra is not 
convincing. 


Ramanujacarya takes the word jfiah as the ‘knower’ instead 
of ‘knowledge’ and interprets the sūtra as follows. *‘The Atman 
is the knower himself, having the nature of the knower alone, not 
merely consciousness; not again having a non-sentient nature. 
Whence? For this very reason, that is to say, from the Sruti 
itself. Ramanujacarya takes the same controversy between 
Vaisesika view and Sankhya view, and the discussion does not 
become suitable for this Pada. 


So far in this Pada, till the preceding sutra, we see that the 
Adhibhautika entities like the elements air, fire etc. and the 
Adhidaivika entities like the presiding deities of those elements, 
are all subject to genesis and dissolution. In order to explain the 
genesis of eternal things like space, time etc. Madhvacarya 
propounds a concept of Parddhinavisesapti. In the case of othet 
things, which are created de novo, the genesis is termed as 
Abhutvabhavanam. In all these cases of origination and dissolution, 
the author is held to be the Supreme Being, Paramdatman, and He 
Himself is shown to be not subject to either genesis or extinction. 
The present sa#tra being the first one of a new series, which 
discusses Adhydtmika topics i.e. topics concerning the sentient 
individual souls, Jivas, Madhvacarya expects it to start with the 
genesis of Jivas, and with this background he understands the 
words ‘ata eva’ in the sitra as ‘from this Paramdtman only’ who 


| adarna Rya R: GE: sod | (S. BSB. 2-3-1). 

2 gaha Teta: 1 (TC. I. p. 108). 

3 gA ASAI AE WA A SAAT À AREAS: | Ga: Ha Ta yala 
goad: 1 (Sribhasya- RDK. 2-3-19). 
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is the author of the genesis and dissolution of all others. He quotes 
two apparently conflicting texts. One describes Brahman as the 
eternal of the eternals and thereby recognizes Jivas as etemal". 
Another’ tells that all these conscious beings issue forth (from It). 
Thus there is a doubt whether the Jivas are eternal or produced. 
The sitra clarifies: 


HAM Ba q: Sa: Ba: WATCH: Wa Te pd: Ad Va YNA | 


The knower (in a body) i.e. the individual soul, Jiva 
originates from the Supreme Being only; whence? on account 
of Sruti to that effect. 


Madhvacarya quotes a ruti, which says*: *‘Al these intelligent 
beings (Jivas) as indestructible entities enter into the Supreme 
Light of Brahman and as indestructible entities are born from It. 
They never have dissolution’”’ 


If one doubts whether it is proper to hold eternal entities as 
born also, the next sé#tra answers. 


p JAA go (2-3-19) 
ala: aaa: saad Aaa aA aft wea: gaa 4 
qies Aea: saad 


Jīva originates from the Supreme Being, and it is quite 
proper to consider the eternal Jīva also as born in the sense 
of Paradhinavisesapti as it acquires a body subject to the will 
and pleasure of the Supreme Being. 


The apparently contradictory statements in the Kasa@yanasruti 
quoted in the preceding discussion, is explained here as follows. 
Jiva is intrinsically eternal and whenever it acquires new adjuncts 


faecal eral Vaasa agai at anA wars (Katha. Up. 2-2-13). 
ai A Pega gaa | (M. BSB. 2-3-18). 
‘a oa Ud aasia: W Aaaa eaa a Aaa Ber 
qa aama: | (M. BSB. 2-3-18). 
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of body etc. (upadhi), it is originated in the sense of 
Parddhinavisesapti. In support of this concept, Madhvacarya 
quotes a text, which says': **From the eternal Brahman the eternal 
beings of intelligence are born. Itis with reference to the condition 
of their bodily existence that birth or genesis is predicated of 
them”’ 


Sankaracarya and Ramdnujacarya have not read this sūtra. 


12 IEAA RU | 


Having discussed the genesis of Jiva, the Sitrakdra now 
considers the size of Jiva, i.e. whether it is atomic or medium 
sized or all pervasive. Sankardcarya holds that the next fourteen 
stitras consider this topic. Rāmānujācārya includes all theses 
stitras in the previous Jniadhikarana. Madhvacarya divides the 
siitras into five groups, depending upon the topics discussed. 


[m 


i % Selle F Ul (2-3-20) 


Sunkardcdrya quotes Sruti texts to show that Jiva passes out 
of the body (utkrānti ) at the time of death, it goes to another 
world (gati ) and then returns to this world (ägati ). From these 
texts it is understood that Jiva has to be of a limited size, since 
a thing of infinite size cannot tend to move. If it is of limited size 
it can only be of the atomic size since its possibility of being of 
the same size as the body has already been refuted earlier while 
examining the Jaina doctrines’. 


Ramanujacarya interprets the sutra on the same lines. 


Madhvicarya refers to a conflict between two texts. One 
text tells that **these conscious souls are indeed all-pervasive, 


| saa Rare fear fea ea: sed ARRA staat | fel 
AARATI (M. BSB. 2-3-19) (BNK. Il. p. 197). 

2 amgen same Gor: aad sia sa TAR a fe feet: wey 
aage sa Ala WSs alae Aaa Ceca, ARRETA | 
(S. BSB. 2-3-20), 
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devoid of qualities sattva, rajas, and tamas, agents of all actions, 
perfect and infinite”! and thereby expresses the all-pervasiveness 
of Jivas. Another says that ‘‘atomic indeed is this soul, whom 
these merit and demerit bind’’* and conveys the atomic nature of 
the soul. Thus there is a doubt whether Jiva is all-pervasive or 
atomic. The sétra decides as follows. 


Sq: A: see eg Gad! A aah 
AEAAIRAMTAS HY AAAA: | 


Jiva is of atomic size on account of its characteristics of 
departing (from the body), going (to another world) and 
returning (declared in scriptures). An all-pervasive thing 
cannot be thought of as moving. If it is taken as of medium- 
size i.e. of the size of the body itself, then it will be subject 
to the undesirable contingency of being perishable. 


If the Jīva is taken as of the size of the body, then like the 
body it has to be made up of parts. As a rule, a medium- 
sized thing must have parts. And Jiva cannot be held to be 
constituted of parts because in that case it will be subject to 
impermanency’*. 


In order to confirm that Jiva has these characteristics of 
departing from the body, going to another world and returning 
to this, Madhvacarya quotes’ a Sruti. It says that, ‘the (Jiva) 
passes out from this body, goes to another world and from that 
world he returns to this world, enters the (mother’s) womb, he 
is born and he works’’. 


| amA aaa Paja Gals: VAST AACA gel HATO aa weft | 
(M. BSB. 2-3-20). 

2 cals area a at od facta: | qed a ond T afa J AY a: 
(M. BSB.2-3-20). 

1 mama aeaa: iaaa Care| RTTA ATA a aeS 
cated Id | AAAA (TP. 2-3-20). 

1 ascareitgeray Seaga AA a miaa a aà 


EN 


a pH poa gA Geary: | (M. BSB. 2-3-20). 
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From such texts, if one incidentally gets a doubt whether the 
Jiva does all these activities on its own liking and choice, the next 
sūtra answers the same. 


go TACHA APRA: Fon (2-3-21) 


Haea gea: EAHA FT Waa Va Tea: Taal: 
aaa |! 


Jiva’s departure from the body etc. take place under the 
guidance of, and along with, the Supreme Being only, on 
account of what is stated in the two subsequent sentences (of 
the same Pausyayana Sruti). 


Madhvacarya quotes the two sentences? concerned, from that 
Pausyayana Sruti, which state as follows. (1) With the Supreme 
Lord seated in himself as guide, he (the Jiva) enters the womb 
with Him, he is born with Him, guided by Him he works, he is 
led to other worlds and lifted up to moksa by Him. Him they call 
the Lord of the self. (ii) He, the Supreme Being, enjoys the blissful 
essence (of the good works of Jivas), and He indeed makes the 
Jivas live, go up and come down. 


Instead of using any other word like Atnand or Brahmanda 
in the surra, the Sétrakara uses the word Svadtmana, in order to 
achieve consonance with the wording in the concerned Sruti. 


Sankaracdrya gives another interpretation of this sitra, bul 
in support of the atomicity of Jiva, as follows. Just as a person 
can relinquish his rulership of a village (without moving out of 
the village), similarly a Jiva’s departure (utkrdnti) from the body 
after his karma is exhausted, may be explained as the Jiva's 
ceasing to be the ruler of the body, without moving away from 


| VKM. 2-3-21. 

2 Gi) a at cea Raid mR Ro aad Ro F Hed aT Aaa 
Roe 1 aT ER ECA i) OF UEA Ca Gel Sawa 
TRAITS THCY amaA | (M. BSB, 2-3-21). 
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it. But, the other two activities (uttare) of going (to another world) 
and returning are not possible for a Jiva that cannot move. The 
two activities have to be connected with the Jiva itself as the 
agent. Going and coming are possible only for a Jiva of atomic 
size.' With this interpretation, the word sva in the sūtra appears 
superfluous, since the word dtmand itself would suffice’. 


Ramanujacarya also interprets the sūtra on the same lines. 


If the Purvapaksin is still not ready to disbelieve in the all- 
pervasiveness of Jiva, since it is very clearly stated in the text 
‘vyāptā hydtmanascetana nirgunasca ---’ in Kadsadyanasruti, the 
next sutra offers further explanation. 


go ATOR ANART, 30 I (2-3-22) 


All commentators concur on the interpretation of this sutra. 
They only refer to different texts in support of their arguments. 
It is quite natural. 


Sankaracarya interprets as follows. “If it be said that (the 
soul) is not atomic, as the scriptures state it to be otherwise (i.e. 
all-pervading) (we say) not so on account of the other one (the 
Highest Self) being the subject matter (of those texts)”. 


Ramanujacarya interprets on the same lines. 


Madhvacirya continues with the same text, referred to earlier, 
and interprets the sātra as follows. 


Ae: A S: SAA: SATE ATH: et SAA: fel A AEA: 
Ad: AANA FA: TATRA FRE peta aca N: 
SRR, THOT! RATA TCSII ETI TAA, | 


| Tenet: SIMIC À mea RaRa RARA ; Tue 
3 Tear aasa: Gad: A R A: Gaed wala ean syed 
qa Aad: | (S. BSB. 2-3-21). 
A aem AR eta AmA I (TC. IM. p. 116). 

t SRK. p. 406. 
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If it be said that Jiva is not atomic, as the text ‘vyapta 
hyatmanah’ states it to be otherwise, it is not so, on account 
of the reference to Brahman in that passage, because that 
section in the Sruti discusses Brahman. The use of plural 
number is proper since it is with reference to various forms 
of Brahman entering into Its creation. 


The Parvapaksin argues that, though in one Sruri text the 
souls are said to be subject to departure from the body (urtkranti ) 
etc. those are the characteristics of the minds, attributed to souls 
in a figurative sense', and therefore the souls cannot be treated 
as atomic on that basis, when another Sruti clearly holds them 
as all-pervading. The sätra avers that the text ‘vyāptā hyatmanah’ 
appears in a section, which discusses Brahman only because 
it is further said therein that ‘He, the Atman creates all this’?. 
The use of plural number in the text ‘vyapta hvatmanah’ 
does not present any problem, since in the same passage both 
singular and plural numbers are used as? **He is Arman (the Lord) 
and He is Armans (i.e. the Supreme Lord in many forms)’’. 
In order to show that though Paramdtman is one, He appears 
in many forms along with Jivas, and therefore He is spoken 
of in singular, dual and plural numbers, Madhvacarya quotes 
an appropriate verse from Bhavisyatpurana. It tells that ‘‘the 
one Supreme Being, KeSava is spoken of in the Vedas by 
words in singular, dual and plural number, but that does nol 
signify any difference in the Lord’. 


If one feels that the text “vyāptā hvatmdanal’ expressed in 
plural number, is held to be referring to Brahman on the basis 


| senaia g aAA, weal agada gA Mla: | (TP. 2-3-22), 

Fe: Ya: AAAA A AeA Gaia’ A AA: AAA- 

CACAO (TP. 2-3-22). 

a and gaia a feed afd arada | a agdenquicaas SrA S RaR | E eN 

a area: a fa: a ey: a R: Waa (M. BSB. 2-3-22). 

4 UWeaecteaee gaa ea a Aa daan mea Aa ga 4 
PARA | (M. BSB. 2-3-22). 
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of a weak evidence like context (prakarana)', the next sūtra 
offers further stronger evidence for that. 


TRAP FT Hi (2-3-23) 


We have seen earlier in sutra ‘dyubhvadhyayatanam svaSabdat 
(BS. 1-3-1)’ that the pronoun sva is a synonym of Atman. Unmdnam 
means immeasurable. Therefore, the exposition of the sitra would 
be as shown below. 


oT Oa: gt yd: FEN @ dad vawrada fg) 


The text ‘vyaptad hyatmanah’ refers to Brahman, (not only 
because of context but) also on account of the term Atman and 
the characteristic of being immeasurable (found in the 
subsequent statement of that scripture). 


Madhvacarya quotes that subsequent statement which declares 
that ‘this Atman is indeed beyond human capacity of measuring’”*. 


Sankardcarya interprets this stra as follows. And the 
individual soul (Jiva) is of atomic size also on account of direct 
(Vedic) statement telling the atomic size of Jiva. Similarly, the 
word unmdna also signifies the infinitesimal size of Jiva*. He 
quotes a Sruti text, which declares Jiva as of atomic size and 
another text, which conveys the Jiva’s infinitesimal measure. 


The word ‘sabda’ is understood here in its secondary sense 
as scripture. But the figurative meaning is to be taken only when 
the primary meaning does not give a coherent sense. Further, the 


| AARATI AAT m, areas! (PMS. 3-3-14). 
' TP, 2-3-23, 


o aem wga Aaa: | (M. BSB. 2-3-23). 


IOA RN Aa: A A A a A TM À EA 
ai maA | (S. BSB. 2-3-22). 
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word ‘unmdna’ is taken as infinitesimal measure. The word manam 
means measure. The prefix ud signifies over, above, upwards, 
superior to etc. Therefore, windnan: means beyond measure 
or immeasurable and conveys infinite size. Therefore its 
interpretation as infinitesimal is farfetched'. Moreover, if this 
sittra is just to provide two more reasons for establishing the 
atomicity of Jiva, the sitra is expected immediately after 
‘utkrantigatyagatinam *. Thus, the interpretation is not found 
convincing. Ramanujacarya also interprets the sara exactly in the 
same way as shown above. 


If the Parvapaksin contends that, if the Jiva is of atomic size 
and is confined to some part of a body, then the Jiva cannot get 
the sensations from all parts of the body, the next sūtra answers. 


ll Ho Mather 30 N (2-3-24) 


Hara syed oft aA: deca: A: gA N 
qaaa: Thode gea aad! 


Though Jiva is atomic in size, there is no inconsistency in 
his functioning throughout the body, just as a drop of sandal- 
paste at a spot on the body causes refreshing sensation all over 
the body. 


All the commentators agree on the purport of this sūtra. 
Madhvacarya quotes a verse’ from Brahmdandapurdna, which 
echoes the exact import of this surra. It says that “this Jiva, 
though only of atomic-size, stands pervading the whole body he 
abides in, just as the drops of sandal-paste (on a part of the body, 
produce refreshing sensation) extended all over the body’. If the 
Pirvapaksin feels that the inllustration of drops of sandle-paste 
is not befitting to Jiva, the next sūtra clarifies the doubt. 


L areca (TC. UL p. 116). 

Waar WEY aeaaea | (TC. Ut. p. 116). 

vasa site: cade cary fault: ae carey antici ataecacgs: " 
ga AMSG | (M. BSB. 2-3-24). 
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2 aaa man ee È #1 
(2-3-25) 


Tega: Ge AR a AG A NAA, 
aA siea aA, AeA: a g Si Ad A eÀ 
‘eg ay amar a ara ee aag aaa aara fa 
ARMA EIP- TATE | 


If it be said that the extension of the effect of sandal-paste 
drop all over the body is possible since the drop is present in 
a spot on the body in its intensive form and extends its influence 
to the other parts of the body in a not-so-intensive form, but 
no such definite abode is assigned to Jiva in a body and 
therefore, it is not proper to hold Jiva as pervading the body, 
it is not so, because the text ‘hrdi hyesa atma’' accepts a 
definite abode for Jiva in his own form in the heart and his 
functioning throughout the body in a not-so-intensive form. 


All commentators agree on the interpretation of this sdtra. 


If one still doubts how a Jiva of atomic size lodged in the 
heart can function throughout the body, the Satrakdra adduces 
another explanation with the help of a practical example, in the 
Next stra. 


g Tels SARA, % N (2-3-26) 


Ta qa eet a eT ETA TY ATE aa 
TRA: ABA set ge eraa Aaga lè 


Or, just as a flame, though limited to a particular spot in 
a lamp, pervades the covering area by the property of light 
tāloka), similarly a Jīva of atomic size, though confined to a 
place in the heart, pervades the body by means of the intrinsic 
property of consciousness (cidguna). 


1 Prasna Up. 3-6. 
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All the commentators agree on the interpretation of this 
Sutra. 


13 ARRAROA | i 
ll go ARA maa an a gaia Z 


(2-3-27) 


All the commentators understand the five words in the sitra, 
in the same sense. But they apply the sdtra to different contexts 
and draw different conclusions. Sankardcarya splits the satra 
into two and takes them as parts of the previous Adhikarana. 
The first part, ‘vyatireko gandhavat’ is interpreted as follows. 
"Even as the smell extends beyond the substance which gives it 
off, so the quality of intelligence extends beyond the soul 
which is atomic’’!. And therefore the principle that ‘quality (guna) 
cannot be separated from its possessor (gunin) as seen in the case 
of colour etc. is not universally applicable, because the smell, 
though a quality only, is seen separated from its abode’. 
The second part ‘tathd ca dargayati ° tells that, *‘scripture declares 
that the atomic soul pervades the whole body on account of 
the quality of intelligence”? 


According to Ramanujacirya the sifra states that “‘just as 
smell which ts a quality of earth is distinct from earth, so is 
knowledge different from the knowing subject t. 


The preceding sūtra shows the distinction between substance 
and its attributes, with the illustration of flame and its light, 
Sankaracarya and Ramanujicirya treat the present sätra as 
adducing another illustration to establish that quality (guna) is 
distinct from the possessor (gunin) and can extend beyond the 


l SRK. p. 408. 

2 aaa Aana pana mann greta aÀ eea 
amaga] (S. BSB. 2-3-26). 

3 SRK. p. 408. 

4 SRK. p. 408. 
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possessor. But the two examples are not identical. It is true that 
light and odour are both qualities and both radiate beyond the 
substance, which possesses them. But the method of radiation is 
different. In the case of light, it is an energy generated in the flame 
and radiating in the form of waves, through ether. The waves can 
pass through vacuum. The waves are not mass particles (dravya) 
thrown out of the flame. But in the case of odour, the molecular 
particles are thrown out from the smelling substances, in a gaseous 
form, and carried away by air. They cannot pass through vacuum. 
The smelling particles can be collected and stored. On account 
of this difference between the qualities, light and odour, 
Madhvacarya thinks that the Sa@trakara conveys something other 
than what is told in the preceding stra, and therefore treats this 
stitra as a separate Adhikarana. 


He refers to a conflict between two texts. One text’ says: *‘He 
(the Jiva) is eternal, without parts, endowed with merit and demerit 
and he goes to and fro between this world and the other; he gets 
liberated; he is invisible whole, not seven-fold, nor ten-fold, nor 
hundred-fold’’. Thus the text predicates indivisibility of Jīva and 
denies his manifoldness. Another text tells that “he (Jiva) is 
fivefold, sevenfold, tenfold; he is hundredfold, thousand-fold. 
also; he goes (to other worlds); he gets liberated’’*. Thus, the text 
asserts the manifoldness of Jiva. This contradiction is reconciled 
hy the séitra, as follows. 


HOTTY siara BART Safes: fom: afa ead a gear THe 
FMT: dad GM A Wid: Maes ageded galad 


Though Jiva is of atomic size, his parts can separate from 
him, just as fragrance can part from the flower, and the 
scripture shows that Jiva can be manifold. 


| a feat fama: graye age a a ee tare add a Read a GH A 
amn a AMT A MAM xa aaga Wiad | (M. BSB. 2-3-27). 

> GUST E GR A San Male E MAM a GEST S Gla A FTA a TTT 
agenci wdlad | (M. BSB. 2-3-27). 
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Madhvacarya quotes a text', which shows that though Jiva 
is in essence an indivisible whole unit, he can assume many forms 
at a time. li declares, *‘now, being one individual only by nature, 
(this Jiva) splits like fragrance (separating from flower), then 
becomes one, then becomes many; as the Lord makes him, so he 
becomes; the Lord is inconceivable, supreme and exalted”. Such 
mysterious powers of self-partition, living in several bodies al the 
same time and still remaining as one conscious being etc., are 
expected of highly placed Yogins with the grace of the Lord, and 
not of ordinary beings. Madhvacirya quotes a Smrti verse’, which 
makes this point clear. Jt says that, ‘it is through the Lord’s 
inconceivable power that an individual soul, devoid of parts, 
makes himself into many forms and sports with them by means 
of his Yogic powers (achieved through the grace of the Lord). 
This interpretation sounds like a better option. 


14 QRTRLY 
go graa, 0 1 (2-3-28) 


Sankaracarya treats this sitra and the next four as part of the 
preceding Utkrantyadhikarana. The interpretation of this sätra, 
according to him, is as follows’. Since Jiva and intelligence are 
taught in scripture separately as agent (kartr) and instrument 
(karana) respectively, it is understood that this Jīva pervades the 
body with his quality of consciousness only. Therefore, Jiva 1s 
of atomic size. 


Sankaracadrya assumes the foregoing ten sātras 19-28 according 
to his numbering, as presenting the Pitrvapaksa or the prima facie 


| ade q aa nraaafeitead |) eat wat ser agbrafi A an aa: saw 
wa aa wala aishaeca: qa aa’ ga mea: | (M. BSB. 2-3-27), 

2 areaaanda Asaga | send agar sear ated RTE uv get A ITA 
(M. BSB. 2-3-27). 

3 AA ATER: mjaun paa, daraga ove eter Te 


ATU | (S. BSB. -28). 
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view that the Jiva is of atomic size, The next four sätras state 
the Siddhanta according to him. 


AQUA TATE: STAC | (2-3-29) 


This is a controversial sūtra. Saikaracirya interprets it as 
follows'. The word tu in the sdétra refutes the Parvapaksa and 
conveys that it is not proper to hold Jiva as atomic in size. The 
opening pronoun tad in the siitra refers to intellect, buddhi, and 
tadgundh means the qualities of buddhi. Tadgunasadrah is he 
whose quintessence ts the qualities of buddhi, i.e. the individual 
soul or Jiva, and tadgunasdratvam signifies the state of Jiva or 
Jtva-hood. The compound tadvyapadesah stands for the declaration 
that the soul’s size is atomic etc’. So the sétra avers that ‘the 
declaration that the soul's size is atomic, is on account of the 
soul’s having for its essence the quality of that (i.e. buddhi) as 
in the case of the Prajfa (intelligent Lord), i.e. to say just as the 
Highest Self is spoken of as possessing relative minuteness and 
so on because of the limiting adjuncts of its essence, as in 
description, ‘smaller than a grain of rice or barley’ (Chand. Up. 
3-14-27. 


If there be an objection that *‘when the soul’s mundane 
existence depends on the qualities of his buddhi, then the soul 
und the intellect being different entities, their conjunction is bound 
lo end sometime; then the soul. separated from buddhi will either 
cease to exist altogether or lose its mundane existence, since a 
soul devoid of intellect is never perceived’’*, the next sutra replies. 


q weg: Tel adai afta- oa Peg le EI 
wae TE anes: FART aA a ARTE: ; TEI Aa: ACTING .. 


Earn eae ee e a 


(S. BSB. 2-3-29). 
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Waar A AEA (2-3-30) 


There is no such contingency, because as long as the soul has 
mundane existence and as long as the soul’s ignorance (avidya) 
is not destroyed by the realization of knowledge, the conjunction 
of soul with intellect will not cease. And as long as the soul is 
connected with the buddhi , it has Jiva-hood and has mundane 
existence. In fact, apart from this combination of soul and intellect 
thought of, there is no such entity as Jiva or individual soul’. 


If one doubts how can one believe that as long as the soul 
has individual trans-migratory existence (Jiva-hood) it has 
connection with buddhi, because in the state of deep-sleep and 
dissolution a connection between soul and intellect cannot be 
accepted’, the next sūtra answers. 


qecafeacaca aalshreahharmd! (2-3-31) 


Just as in the world virility etc. are in a potential form during 
childhood and appear as though they are not existent, but they 
become manifest during youth, similarly, the conjunction of soul 
with buddhi exists during deep sleep and dissolution in its potential 
form and it becomes manifest at the time of waking and creation’. 


CAI SRAGIGSRIAGRIS TATA ATS N 
(2-3-32) 


The sūtra asserts as follows. The inner instrument which 
forms the distinguishing characteristic of Jivdtman, is talked of 


| aaea gerea- FAI wala, agea enata ied 
a Rada. dees gen Aa a meai; aaea a ad gegia: a A 
Jaa Gaited a: gea: g a sal am gR eaea aR èA | 
(S. BSB. 2-3-30). 

2 Ee aopa A SATT 
(S. BSB. 2-3-30). 

3 an ath Grads den A aay AA ÉI 
aiem aey akna ---- A saan gieda: aAA IA TY 
Gye: GA: aaa: aA | (S. BSB. 2-3-31). 
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by various names (in different modes) as manas, buddhi, vijñāna 
and citta. Existence of such an internal instrument has to be 
accepted. Otherwise there would be either perpetual perception 
in the presence of the combination of the soul, the senses and the 
sense-objects, which are the means of perception, or, if there is 
no perception in spite of the presence of these causes of perception, 
then there would be perpetual non-perception. Such a case is not 
seen. Or one will have to accept some restriction in the way of 
either the soul or the senses. The soul is immutable. There is no 
possibility of a sudden change in the senses also, when they have 
no impediment either in the previous moment or in the subsequent 
moment. Therefore, an internal organ has to be accepted, whose 
attentiveness or its absence would result in perception or non- 
perception. Therefore the assertion ‘tadgunasdratvat 
tadvyapadesah (BS. 2-3-29) is proper'. 


The last sentence above shows that the real Siddhantasiitra 
is ‘radgunasGratvat---- (2-3-29)’ and the later three are explanatory 
and in support of the Siddhdntasiitra, which refutes the 
Pūrvapaksa. 


According to Sankaracarya, the Pārvapaksa is presented in 
us many as ten sätras. It is observed more than once before that 
whenever the Sitrakdra presents a Parvapaksa, it is us a part of 
a sūtra, and followed by ‘cet’ or ‘iti cet’. He does not indicate 
anywhere that some are Purvapaksasitras and some are 
Siddhantasitras. So, all Brahmasiitras are to be taken as 
Siddhantasitras only. Even the followers and admirers of 
Sankaracarya have expressed their surprise at his treatment of ten 


| aaa so seal al grated aaa a sama aa aAA | 
-o FU. Adeeaqquearag: tad) Aaga RAA 
aa aft Redd: meta) aa acai gaT cepa: ad 
feadagan: garda a Wa ETAL Heal aeaTeaTeNA RAET aT 
aiaa sga: | AA MENA: Maan: Hala A ATTY 
aeaaea | A fe Ae aR: ea): Rea adlsHeaolta: AA | 
amma FET HIMTATAAaTAPTATaeCAqIme Aaa: ATA: | ACAI aaa Ad, 
ARTA AIA ee | (S. BSB. 2-3-32). 
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sutras in a row as puirvapaksa, thereby euphemistically expressing 
their disapproval. Thibaut expresses in his ‘Vedantasiitras’, that 
he is struck *‘at the outset by the unusual length to which the mere 
defence of a Pirvapaksa is carried’! in Sankaracirya’s 
interpretation. V. S. Ghate says that ‘it is no doubt curious, as 
Thibaut observes that as many as nine siitras should be devoted 
to the statement of a mere prima facie view to be refuted 
afterwords’’*. S. Radhakrishnan observes that ‘‘it is not usual to 
state the prima facie view at such length’”?. 


In these ten s#tras supposed to be constituting Purvapaksa, 
neither the Sa@trakara indicates nor the commentator remarks that 
the sutras are expressing a prima facie view. 


After presenting the Piurvapaksa that the Jivatman is atomic 
in size, with an elaborate argument, can the Sittrakdra be expected 
to brush it aside by just a single letter word ‘tu’ in the 
Siddhdntastitra? The word tu has different senses, It is sometimes 
used as a mere expletive also. The word is found used in many 
siitras. No doubt, it is an adversative particle meaning ‘but’ or 
‘on the contrary’. However, it cannot be accepted as a clinching 
evidence for refuting an elaborately presented Pirvapaksa. 


The Siddhantasitra (2-3-29) does not categorically refute the 
Parvapaksa. \t does not state either that Jivatman is not atomic 
in size (anu) or that Jivatman is all-pervading (vibhu). It is “‘left 
to be gathered by implication from analogy in ‘Prajfavat’ which 
is open to other interpretations also’’*. The various points argued 
in the ten sutras have not been refuted in any of the remaining 
four siitras. 


The pronoun tad in sūtra 29, is taken as referring to buddhi 
A pronoun normally refers to some noun in the immediately 


VST. p. lv. 
VSG. p. 88. 
SRK. p. 408. 
BNK. II. p. 232. 
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preceding sentence. Here, the word buddhi does not appear in any 
of the ten preceding sutras. Therefore, assuming rad to be referring 
to buddhi is not justifiable. In the context of these sutras, tad can 
be taken as referring to Jivatman since he is being discussed now, 
or to Brahman since that is the topic of enquiry in Brahmasitras. 


The Siddhantasatra (29) states, according to Sankaracarya, 
that Jivaiman is said to be atomic on account of its limiting 
adjunct buddhi just as Paramdatman is spoken of as minute because 
of the limiting adjuncts. V. S. Ghate observes that ‘we see no 
difference whatsoever between drstanta, the illustration, and 
darstantika, the thing illustrated. Brahman and Jiva being the 
same, we fail to see how one illustrates the other’’!. 


The utkrānti, gati and āgati of Jivatman talked of by the 
Siitrakara here in these so called Purvapaksasutras, are a part and 
parcel of his doctrine because he refers to them again in the next 
Adhyavas, in siitras 3-1-1, 3-1-8, 3-1-13 and 4-3-1. Therefore, 
these characteristics of Jivatman ‘‘cannot be treated as relevant 
only for purposes of Péiirvapaksa’’?. If Jivatman is a mere 
conjunction of Atman and buddhi, according to Sankaracarya’s 
interpretation, and since Avman is all-pervading, for whom these 
movements, utkranti, gati and Ggati are attributed? Are they for 
buddhi, which is just a quality and ts inert (jada)? 


Thus, the interpretations of these satras by Sankaracarya, 
appear far-fetched and the whole argument is not found convincing. 
V. S. Ghate remarks that, ‘‘Sankara’s interpretation of sūtra 29 
strikes us as very far-fetched indeed’? 


All these sitras which are included by Sankaracdrya in 
Utkrantvadhikarana, are taken by Ramanujacarya as a part of the 
preceding jfAddhikarana only. Sūtra 28, ‘prthagupadesat’ has 
heen interpreted by Ramanujacarya as follows’. Knowledge is 


| VSG. p. 89. 

2? BNK. IL. p. 230. 
+ VSG. p. 88. 
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declared by the scriptures as separate from the soul, the knower. 
Then he quotes some counter examples from scriptures where 
knowledge alone is said to be Atman. Thus he raises a Parvapaksa 
that when knowledge is held to be separate from the soul in some 
texts, then how the soul is said to be mere knowledge in other 
texts. The next sutra (29), “tadgunasdratvattu. tadvyapadesah 
prdjnavat* answers the query. The word rtu (but) refutes the 
objection. The s#tra avers that! ‘‘the individual soul is said to bé 
mere knowledge, because it has knowledge as its essential quality, 
just as the omniscient Brahman is referred to by the word Ananda 
(bliss) since bliss is the essential quality of Brahman’’. The next 
sūtra (30), ‘yavadatmabhavitvacca na dosastaddarSandat’ states 
that? ‘‘as long as the individual soul exists, knowledge exists as 
its essential quality, so there is no fault in designating it as 
knowledge. It is seen that a cow with broken horns is still called 
a cow because that word has the capacity to signify the essential 
quality cowness in it.” 


If it be said that since knowledge is absent during deep sleep 
etc, knowledge cannot be a persistent essential quality of soul, 
the next sätra (31) answers. The sutra ‘pumstvaddivattvasya 
sato'bhivyaktiyogat’ states that ‘‘since this knowledge exists 
even tn deep sleep etc. (potentially) there is possibility of its 
manifestation in the waking state etc. and so its being a persistent 
essential attribute (of soul) is appropriate. It is like virility, which 
exists potentially in a child but manifests in youth; so the man’s 
virility cannot be said occasional. (It is a persistent essential 
quality of man’s body). Therefore, the Jivatman is a knower. And 
he is atomic in size’’.> ’ 


ta’ 


| ARITA Card, Aapee, tea ergata sour: | GMT A NTR: 
STO Yo sa Se Maa ARA A we TA (Tait. Up. 3- 
6) fat (Sribhasya 2-3-29). 


wages TR aR Teed HTT Acca: | (Sribhayya 2-3-30). 

3 aea area gA ofa Aramara amaiiy afteaterd tard, 
afuata: 1 qecariead! aU yaana Aaina walsh 
Mapa gaa aa Gu: dem a RERE Haha) -- a 
Hea: FST FA HATE SGA: | (Sribhasya 2-3-31). 
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The next sutra (32) ‘nityopalabdhyanupalabdhiprasan- 
gonyataraniyamo vdnyathd’ tells how the assumption that 
Jivatman is all pervading and mere consciousness would lead to 
adverse contingencies. It says that! “‘Otherwise (i.e. if Jivatman 
is not taken as the knower and as of atomic size), according to 
the doctrine that Jivatman is all-pervading and mere consciousness, 
then it would result in perpetual and simultaneous perception and 
non-perception, or either as a rule, i.e. there would be always 
perception alone or non-perception alone’”’ 


Unlike Sankaracdrya, Ramanujacarya does not relegate nine 
or ten sutras to Puérvapaksa, and accepts the Sétrakara’s contention 
that Jivatman is of atomic size. Though the above interpretations 
appear straightforward, they are not convincing. The commentator 
has already interpreted the sūtra ‘jfio’ta eva’ (2-3-18) as 
establishing the Jivatman as the knower but not mere knowledge. 
Then there are eight sätras establishing the atomicity of Jiva. 
Now these five sifras as interpreted by Ramanujacarya, would 
again revert to the topic of sé#fra 18, and therefore appear out of 
context. For establishing the Jīvātman as the knower, it is not 
necessary to wait till he is proved to be atomic. As B. N. K. 
Sharma puts it, *‘despite Ramanujacarya’s contention, the selfs 
atomicity does not seem to have any vital bearing on his being 
essentially a knower’’*. After comparing the interpretations of 
these särras, especially of siitra 29. by five different commentators, 
V. S. Ghate comes to the conclusion that ‘‘an impartial critic, it 
would appear, will find the interpretations of Sankara and Ramanuja 
least satisfactory of all’**. 


Having discussed the genesis and size of Jivatman, it is quite 
pertinent now, for the Sätrakāra to discuss the standing of Jivatman, 


| SRT aaa AEG STATI A ea IIg Gea TATA, 
FARA a Tees a ed ead, age NI (Sribhdsya 2-3-32). 

? BNK. fl. p. 241. 

4 VSG. p. 88. 
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vis-a-vis the creator Paramdtman i.e. whether Jivatman is non 
different from Brahman or he is different. This is an ever-hot topic 
in Indian Philosophy and is being debated inconclusively for 
thousands of years. In view of its importance and interest to 
students of Indian philosophy, Madhvacarya thinks it fit to treat 
the two sutras 28 and 29, as forming a separate Adhikarana. 


There are some texts like ‘That thou art’,' ‘I am Brahman’?, 
which clearly indicate the identity for Jivatman with Paramdtman. 
On the other hand, there are texts like ‘The eternal of the eternal 
ones, the intelligent of the intelligent ones’? and ‘Two birds bound 
one to the other as inseparable friends, perch on the same tree’4 
which declare that Jrvatman is different from Paramdtman. Thus. 
There is a contradiction and the sūtra (28), ‘prathagupadesat ` 
clears the same, according to Madhvacarya. 


a St enea ga A add | St: Sila: ee 
saama, ‘Rratsheca: wa ae sel 


The words jñah and svatmand are taken by anuvrtti. The 
Jivatman is different from Paramātman on account of the 
teaching by Sruti that ‘the inconceivable Supreme Lord is 
different from the whole class of Jivas ”* 


If this is so, then how the texts, which clearly indicate the 
non-difference between Jiva and Brahman, are to be understood? 


aaa 1 (Chand. Up. 3-8-7). 


2 AÈ AEN (Brha. Up. 3-4-10). 

3 faecal Aem FAAATA (Sver. Up. 6-13). 

4 E A (Mund. Up. 3-1-1). 

5 faaisPeca: weal sarge: TÀ Jag aqui: deca AÀ ad 4 


arora aa ERREA Savers ca ae 1 (M. BSB. 2-3-28). 


The Supreme Lord is absolutely separate trom the whole class of souls, for He 
is inconceivable, exalted far above the souls, most high. perfect in excellences and 
He is eternally blessed, while from that Lord this soul has to seek release from 
bondage” From this Kausikasrut!, embodying a reasoning, it is plain that the soul 
is sepurate from the Lord, not one with Him. (M. BSB. 2-3-28) 
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The next sūtra (29) reconciles. 


do AQUA AN: MATA, go 11(2-3-29) 


START RANK STaT TAIT: TET 
RMEETIERT: MRA AAT AT: TA AQUATICS CAT, 
‘aay Tikes Fe! Ta MENARA: ARAL! 


The statement of Jrva’s non-difference from Brahman is 
(not in the literal sense of identity of essence, svaripaikya but) 
only on account of Jiva’s having for his essence of being such 
attributes as intelligence and bliss etc. resembling those of 
Brahman, just as in the text ‘all this is verily Brahman’, the 
omniscient Brahman is identified with the world of inert (jada) 
matter, because some properties of the material world such 
as its reality, causal efficiency (arthakriyakaritva) are similar 
to the like ones in Brahman’. 


The illustration of identity between two dissimilar entities, 
sentient Brahman and insentient material world in the sirra, 
suggests a comparison or simile as in ‘purisasardilah’, in the 
compound tadgundh. It is termed as upamdgarbhasamasa. With 
this reconciliation, the validity of identity texts is maintained even 
after accepting the difference between Jiva and Brahman. 


15 MAART | 

Earlier in Jaddhikarana (BS. 2-3-18 & 19) it is established 
that Jiva has genesis in the sense of parddhinavisesapti when Jiva 
gets embodied, but Jiva is eternal with reference to his essence 
of being (svardipa). But one text? tells that Jiva ‘becomes extinct 


into Brahman’ and therefore Jiva must be impermanent and subject 
to genesis also. But another text’ avers that ‘he (Jiva) is bound 


Chand. Up. 3-14. 
BNK. IL. p. 215, 216. 
agama (TP. 2-3-30). 


Asmaa FA ma wg: R eh aaa pÀ | (M. BSB. 2-3-30). 


b 'a b = 
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by beginningless merit and demerit and when liberated by the 
Supreme Being, he accomplishes everlasting liberation’. With 
such conflicting texts, a doubt arises whether Jiva even in his 
svariipopadhi i.e. apart from his physical bodily adjuncts, ‘what 
configures him as he is in himself! is subject to origination and 
dissolution or is eternal. The next sétra clarifies the doubt. 


ll 2 qaem + Aad, H tI 
(2-3-30) 


qea faea aee agea aee ANA 
QI: saka àa ma aE Ra gN eA- 
art Al Sa: ? aed TAM, F | 


Since Jiva and his essential discriminative attributes 
(svariipopadhi ) exist as long as Paramdtman exists, the texts, 
which hold Jiva as bound by beginningless merit and demerit 
cannot be found fault with, on account of Sruti and Smrti texts 
to that effect. 


Madhvacarya quotes a text from Agnivesyasruti, which tells 
that *‘The Supreme Being is eternal, the Jiva is eternal; fleeting 
are the latter’s physical adjuncts. So, (they say) he originates, he 
dies and he is liberated’’?. The commentator also quotes a verse 
_ from Mahābhārata *, which says that ‘‘Jivarmd is eternal, pleasure 
and pain are fleeting; Jiva is eternal but his body is not etemal?’ 
These texts confirm the contention of the sétra. 


Thus, it can be understood that the upddhis of Jiva are of two 
kinds*; one is svartépopadhi, which is intrinsic to him, internal 


| BNK. Hl. p. 221. 

Ra: ù AA AAA urea: | aa aA 4 fad a faqead ai 

afd anada: | (M. BSB. 2-3-30). 

3 arent fea: qaqa cdiacds stat fea gea aR aa a yd) 
(M. BSB. 2-3-30). 

4 iaaa cea: cared ara wa a1 aE ofa eaaa g aà: 
(TP. 2-3-30). 


i) 
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and indistinguishable from his essence, which is beginningless 
and exists even after liberation, the other is bahyopddhi, which 
is extrinsic, physical, through which Jiva acts during transmigration 
and which dissolves at the time of his attaining liberation. The 
present sätra talks about this svaripopddhi and avers that it exists 
as long as the Supreme Being exists. 


16 EARUM | 


In the earlier sūtra “tadgunasdratvattu--- (BS. 2-3-29)’, it is 
held that Jrva intrinsically has properties like intelligence and bliss, 
resembling those of Brahman. Some texts corroborate this view. 
One text! says that ‘‘Jiva whose essence is intelligence, stands 
firm----’’. Another? tells that ‘*he (Jiva) is bliss, he is strength, 
he is vigour, he is taken to that world by the Supreme Being, he 
is liberated’. But, on the other hand, Paingisruti * avers that *‘he 
becomes blissful when freed from misery, he becomes intelligent 
when rid of ignorance he becomes strong when taken off weakness, 
he stays fearless forever’’. This indicates that Jiva by nature, does 
not have the properties like intelligence and bliss, but becomes 
endowed with these characteristics in the liberated state. Thus, 
there is a doubt whether such characteristics as intelligence and 
bliss are intrinsic to Jiva or they are adventitious attributes attained 
by him in moksa. The next sūtra clears the doubt. 


go yeaa ae adisfteainaria 2 ti 
(2-3-31) 


TA AA ad: g SRE a aT qe 

geara, aed gaea Aad aaaea yecaelicae: ga 

aAa E Sasa aA Aad eae STIR: | 

| Agama ae dda ad: arom yaa araea a3) (Pragna Up. 4-11) 

(M. BSB. 2-3-31). 

a aaa: 8 g: a Aa a R sls dad a agaa fA fara 

aaaea | (M. BSB. 2-3-31). 

3 a geet aad wafer Asaa srt waft Assag act water 
a fact Paragisataga eft Akaan stad) (M. BSB. 2-3-31). 


ty 
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Just as virility in man and child-bearing capacity in woman 
etc., existing potentially in childhood, become manifest in youth, 
so also the intrinsic characteristics like intelligence and bliss 
existing (latent) in Jiva only become fully manifested in the 
state of liberation (moksa), and in this sense the Sruti expresses 
that ‘Jiva becomes blissful when freed from misery etc.’. 


In order to confirm the contention of the Sétrakdra, 
Madhvacarya quotes an appropriate text', which states that, 
‘‘strength, bliss, vigour, endurance, unclouded intelligence, all 
essential attributes of Jiva become manifest through the grace of 
the Almighty Supreme Being’. 


The above sūtra avers that the intelligence, bliss etc. are the 
intrinsic nature of the Jiva, but they remain latent during the state 
of bondage i.e. samsdara and become fully manifested in moksa. 
But certain questions still linger in the mind. When we are 
conscious of ourselves as ‘I am’, why are we not able to 
comprehend the bliss which is said to be a characteristic feature 
of Jiva’ and for which everyone strives throughout his life? Why 
should it remain obscured or latent during life time? Moreover, 
if bliss is the essential feature of Jiva, though latent, it should 
surface one day or the other. Then why should anyone exert 
himself to attain release from sartsara?* In order to answer all 
these questions, the Veddntin proposes a hypothesis. According 
to him, there are reasonable grounds to assume a positive cover 
for innate bliss in the state of samsãra, called avidyd, other than 
mere absence of awareness’. 


Thus, Vedanta expects a positive spiritual effort on the part 
of everyone to get rid of this cover, avidyd, through the grace of 


| FAR Hee Fel MAAGA EÀ A award Toni: fa 
daaa: 1 (M. BSB. 2-3-31). 

2 Ae ARA ca aada AER AAAA AAITA: (TP. 2-3-31). 

3. Aeqieeded a iaa a Saha Aa NETA (TP. 2-3-31). 


4 aa amag aeaea amga (TP. 2-3-31), 
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the Supreme Being. All Jivas are held to be on this highway 
towards moksa, at different stages knowingly or unknowingly. 
They are broadly classified into three categories, one of the exalted 
or divine ones (devas), and the other of evil ones (asuras) and 
the remaining in the middle. 


What happens ìf this hypothesis of avidyd, the theory of its 
gradual removal and manifestation of innate bliss during moksa 
is not accepted? The next sätra states the undesirable consequences 
of such non-acceptance. 


2 Aasa R S AeA ATS Fo N 
(2-3-32) 


AAA MOTARI giai yR raai aA 4 sar ea 
aaraeercaey ani Aesge: way: Gal 

Td Fea AAAA: FATE | aaia 
J IARAA: A, Gas apa: FNAL 


Otherwise i.e. if the hypothesis of cover for innate bliss 
etc. and its removal and manifestation of innate bliss in moksa, 
is not accepted, there will be the adverse contingency of (i) 
perpetual experience of their innate bliss for the exalted Jivas 
fit for moksa, (ii) perpetual non-experience of bliss (i.e. 
perpetual misery) for the evil Jivas and (iii) perpetual 
experience of both bliss and misery (with no prospect of 
everlasting pure bliss) for the middle category of Jivas. 


It should not be misunderstood that on account of bliss etc. 
being intrinsic to all Jrvas, good or evil, when a cover of avidyd 
for bliss etc. is not accepted, then everyone would experience his 
innate bliss and need not strive for moksa. The concepts of 
intelligence and bliss etc. being the essential features of Jivas and 
the existence of a cover of avidyd for them, are all integral parts 
of the same hypothesis. One presupposes the other. The observed 
truth is the existence of multitudes of Jivas experiencing different 
levels of bliss and misery. If a cover of avidya for their innate 
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characteristics is not accepted, there is nothing to prevent them 
from experiencing whatever the respective Jivas are constituted 
of'. Thus, whatever happiness and suffering these Jivas are 
experiencing now, that would be in accordance with the intrinsic 
characteristics of the respective Jrvas, and they would continue 
to experience the same forever without any prospect of getting 
rid of them or improving them. 
ç A 

17 AdcdMIhUT | 

While discussing the various aspects of Jivas in this section, 
the Sutrakdra now takes up another oft-discussed topic in 
philosophy that whether Jiva has any doer-ship or agency (kartrtva) 
vested in him and is responsible for his actions or whether he is 
a puppet in the hands of Paramatman. It has been established 
earlier on scriptural authority, in /taravyapadeSadhikarana 
(BS. 2-1-22 to 27), that Jiva cannot be credited with independent 
creativity (kartrtva) and that all creativity is attributable to Brahman 
only. But one text? apparently talks in a different tune, as follows. 
‘The wise say that Jiva is only that what he desires. What he 
desires, he resolves. What he resolves he acts. What he acts he 
reaps the fruits thereof’. This signifies some freedom of action 
(kartrtva) on the part of Jiva. The next sutra reconciles this 
apparent contradiction. 


ll so al Wears 2 N (2-3-33) 


Sankaracarya interprets as follows*. This Jiva is a doer, because 
itis only then that the scriptural injunctions like “he shall sacrifice’, 
‘he shall offer’, ‘he shall give’, will be meaningful. Otherwise, 
these injunctions would become worthless. 


| aomas ganna A | (TP. 2-3-32). 
MA E a a ere eee 
Hed | qer ged aafia | (Bha. Up. 4-4-5) (M. BSB. 2-3-33). 


3 eee CaM. FEA aac - Fae’ “Gea ‘zara’ cad 
fittrrendagata | aren aada Fad! (S. BSB. 2-3-33). 


to 
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However, referring to his interpretation of a previous siétra 
‘tadgunasaratvat--- (BS. 2-3-29)' Sankaracarya holds that the 
Jiva’s state of being an agent is not natural but is due to his limiting 
adjunct ‘buddhi’'. Since that interpretation of BS. 2-3-29 itself 
is found far-fetched and in the absence of any such indication in 
the stra, this assumption cannot be taken as convincing. 


According to Ramanujacarya, ‘‘the opponent holds that the 
soul is not an agent, but a mere enjoyer, and the Prakrti alone 
is the agent, for the scriptures so declare. The sétra refutes this 
and says that the soul is an agent, for only on that basis do the 
scriptural injunctions like “he who desires heaven should sacrifice’, 
etc. have a sense. The scriptures prompt a person who desires 
certain things to perform certain acts, as a result of which he 
would realize what he desires. An intelligent self alone can have 
desires and not inert Prakrti, and the scriptural injunctions can 
influence only a sentient being to action and not inert Prakrti. So 


492 


the individual self is an agent’’?. 


Madhvacarya holds that this stra simply avers that Jiva has 
doer-ship (kartrtva). 


a: ola: jel areata, aaea eedacad 


Jiva is a doer because the scriptures prescribing injunctions 
and prohibitions are purposeful. 


The contention is that the ‘do’s’ and ‘don'ts’ enjoined in 
scriptures are meant for sentient beings like Jivas only, and nol 
for insentient things or for the Supreme Being. If Jivas have no 
doership, all these scriptural injunctions would become superfluous. 


If one argues that Jiva does not have doership intrinsically 
and all doership is attributable to Brahman alone, but Jiva thinks? 


1 SRK. p. 412. 
2 Sribhisya- SV. 2-3-33. 
3 wean na AA veda) (BG. 3-27). 
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that he is the doer because of his mis-apprchension due to egoism, 
and for such persons the scriptural injunctions would be 
meaningful, the next séfra answers. 


a Aena, % 1 (2-3-34) 


q: Sila: hal Wa a RRRA Te ate GATT: ST 
Gal sa Fadl enra! 


Jiva is certainly a doer and not simply assumed to be so, 
because even in his released state (where all errors of 
judgement, superimpositions and misconceptions have been 
transcended once for all)' Jiva’s sportive activities are told, 
that he moves about laughing, playing, rejoicing with women, 
vehicles etc. (Chand. Up. 8-12-3). 


All commentators agree on the purport of this sūtra. 
Sankaracarya considers this sitra as another probans to confirm 
the doership of Jiva, and interprets it as follows. ‘“The texts ‘the 
immortal one goes wherever he likes’ (Brha. Up. 2-1-18); “He 
moves about according to his pleasure within his own body’ 
(Brha. Up. 2-1-18) are considered here to be teaching the moving 
about of the soul’”? 


However, Ramanujacarya takes this sētra and the next as one 
by adding a ca. 


The opponent could further argue that Jiva may have doership 
intrinsically in the released state as there is scriptural evidence 
for that, but the mundane Jiva may not possess intrinsic doership 
and may be thinking that he is the doer on account of his 
misapprehension, and scriptural injunctions could still be 
meaningful for such a person. The next sétra reconciles the 
contradiction. 


1 BNK. Il. p. 245. 
2 SRK. p. 412. 
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go STATA $ N (2-3-35) 


HATER ATTA AT SHAH: aAA sega st: SANS 
adi Wa a podada 


In worldly life also, Jīva is certainly a doer and not simply 
assumed to be so, because it is known that Jīvas practise 
spiritual disciplines (sadhands) for attaining liberation (moksa) 
etc. and achieve the same. 


The contention is that one cannot get the results for himself, 
for the acts done by somebody else, by simply assuming that he 
is the doer. Otherwise, it would be as though one can pass the 
examination by assuming that he has appeared for it, when actually 
someone else has appeared. 


Sankaracarya also holds this sātra as an additional probans 
for establishing the doership of Jiva, but he interprets it differently, 
as follows. ‘‘Brha. Up. (2-1-18) says that the soul in the state of 
dream takes the organs with it. This shows that the soul is an 
agent’’*, However, this interpretation is not found lucid and 
appealing. 


Ramanujacarya reads the above two sutras 34 and 35 together 
as 


^A ha ON l 


and interprets on the same lines as follows. ‘It, taking the organs, 
moves about as it pleases in its own body (Brha Up. 2-1-18). This 
text, which describes that the soul takes the organs and wanders 
about in the dream state, clearly shows that it is an agent”. 


The next sūtra offers a direct evidence of Sruti in support of 
the Jiva’s doership. 


1 TP. 2-3-35. 
2 SRK. p. 412. 
3 Sribhasya - SV. 2-3-34. 
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ll æ anama Pari a aada: H 11 
(2-3-36) 


All the three commentators agree on the purport of this sutra, 
but they interpret it with reference to different texts. 


Saikaracarya refers to a text! which states that ‘intelligence 
pertorms sacrifices, and it also performs all acts’. He avers that 
Sruti refers to Jiva as the agent (kurtr) as, for example, in the 
above quoted text. If it be objected that the word vijnadnam denotes 
intelligence or buddhi how can it convey the doership of Jiva, it 
is replied that the term connotes Jiva only and not intelligence. 
If it is not the Jiva but buddhi that is referred to by the word 
vijnana here, then it would have been in the instrumental case as 
(vijfidnena) ‘by intelligence’. 


Ramanujacarya also interprets the sūtra exactly on the same 
lines with the same example. 


Madhvacarya interprets the sutra with reference to another 
text as an example, as follows. 
è z "i nN A 92 GI [aos . > icd aN q 
c bas £ AN AN A è 
at? hdl A Ad RAHA Gq Acasa SAAHA AIEA GEE 
ANEA: Ed SICA gid aN: eJd 


Jiva is an agent also because in texts like ‘he shall meditate 
only on Anan as the refuge of all’, Jiva is referred to as an 
agent (subject) in the act of meditation etc.; if it were not so, 
the Paramatman may have to be taken as the agent and in that 
contingency, in place of Atmanami (in the accusative), the term 
Atma (in the nominative) would have been used. 


The contention is as follows. The predication of acts like 
meditation, presupposes an agent and that too a sentient one. An 


| g ae aged) Bari qqash 31 (Tait. Up. 2-5). 
2 Brha. Up. 1-4-15. 
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insentient thing cannot be expected to meditate. There are only 
two sentient entities in the world, Jiva and Paramatman. In the 
above text, Paramdatman is the object of meditation and therefore 
the remaining (parisfesa) sentient entity Jiva must be the agent. 
If Paramdatman himself were indeed to be the agent, then the term 
Atma in the nominative would have been used. 


Thus, the Su#trakdra establishes with all the three testimonies, 
perception, inference and scriptural text, that Jiva possesses 
doership (kartrtva). A natural doubt would arise that if this is so, 
then how and why is it established earlier in sätras 2-1-22 to 27, 
that Jiva cannot be credited with creativity and that all creativity 
is attributable to Brahman only? The next sūtra answers. 


Il so syaka ANaA: go N (2-3-37) 


Commentators differ in their understanding of this sūtra. 
Sankaracarya and Madhvacarya view the sitra more or less in 
the same way. But Ramanujacarya takes it entirely in a different 
way. 


Ramanujacarya takes the word upalabdhi in the sense of 
getting results of actions and interprets the sdtra as follows. ‘‘If 
the soul were merely an enjoyer and not an agent, and Prakrti 
alone were the agent, then, as all souls, were equally connected 
with Prakrti, all actions would result in the enjoyment of all souls 
or of none. Even if the internal organs be different in different 
souls, still as all the souls are infinite and all-pervading, they will 
be equally connected with all internal organs, and so there would 
be no distribution of results of actions’’'. Obviously this is far- 
fetched, unconvincing and not in tune with the flow of ideas from 
the preceding sdtras. 


Sankaracarya understands the word upalabdhi as perception 
or experience, and interprets the sara as shown below. As the 


| Sribhasya - SV. 2-3-36. 
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individual soul (Jiva), though free to perceive things around, 
perceives both the agreeable and disagreeable things, without any 
certainty (i.e. without any control over them), similarly the Jiva 
carries oul works, agreeable and disagreeable, without any certainty 
(aniyamena). In action also, the Jiva is not absolutely independent’, 
since he depends (for the success in the work undertaken) on the 
peculiarities of place, time and other causal factors. But the agent 
does not cease to be an agent because he requires help. For 
example, a cook is the agent in cooking activities though he needs 
the help of fuel, water etc. 


Madhvacarya also takes the word upalabdhi as understanding 
(jfidna) or perception, and interprets the sitra as follows. 


AM Tse HA ATA: SPAR wea: aa feararaiy 
ATAA: | 


As in the case of attainment of knowledge, there is no 
certainty of getting it as one desires, so also in the case of 
works undertaken, there is no certainty (of accomplishment). 


Gy 


t 


The argument is that one may wish to see only the beautiful, 
smell only the fragrant, and hear only the melodious, but there 
is no certainty (nivama) of his succeeding in it. Similarly, a Jiva, 
though intrinsically possessing the doership (kartrtva), is not 
always in a position to accomplish the task. Thus, Jiva is not 
absolutely independent in successfully carrying out the works 
undertaken. The case is different with the Supreme Being. ‘‘His 
will is effort, effort is action and action accomplishment, without 
fatigue’’*. In this sense only it is said earlier in BS. 2-1-22 to 27, 
that all creativity ts attributable to Brahman only and not to Jiva. 


| aa seem sued we cacatsih afaata send a sce un aac 
qae a dga | ai a daa a a ster: tarot 
Sapa | A nA aq: aed Prada | (S. BSB. 2-3-37). 
VKM. 2-3-37. 

BNK. IL p. 247. 
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Its import is not to deny creativity or doership entirely to Jiva. 
Jiva intrinsically has the power of creativity, but to a limited 
extent. 


If one doubts why such limitation in creativity of Jiva, the 
next sutra replies. 


lo ef. 3 n (2-3-38) 


COTA SET eA ath: fered stercata, a fla: 
dA: | 


Jiva is not fully independent (regarding his creativity) 
because compared to Paramatman’s power or competency 
that of Jiva is trifling’. 


2 


Sankaracarya treats this si#tra as another reason to establish 
that Jivatman which is other than vijfdna i.e. buddhi, is the agent. 
Sankardcarya takes the compound ‘saktiviparyaya’ as indicating 
a reversal of power between the instrument (buddhi ) and the 
agent (Jiva). The present sūtra is interpreted as follows. ‘‘If 
intellect or buddhi, which is an instrument, becomes the agent and 
ceases to function as an instrument, then we will have to devise 
something else as an instrument’’?. Almost the same point is 
discussed by the commentator in the preceding sūtra 36, which 
renders this sutra superfluous. 


Ramanujacarya also interprets the sūtra more or less in the 
same way as follows. *‘If buddhi were to be the agent, there being 
the impossibility of another agent being the enjoyer, even the 
power of being the enjoyer would belong to it (buddhi ) alone. 
Thus, the Atman would be divested of his power as enjoyer; and 
because the nature of enjoyer would befall buddhi alone, there 
would be the absence of the means of proof regarding the existence 


| VKM. 2-3-38. 
2 SRK. p. 413. 
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of the Arman. For, it is their (Sarikhya’s) tenet that ‘Purusa exists 
by virtue of the nature of an enjoyer’ (Sa. ka. 17)’"!. 


Comparatively, Madhvacarya’s interpretation is simple, 
straight- forward and befitting the flow of ideas. According to 
him, the next sara offers another reason for the lack of absolute 
independence for the Jiva. 


I% AAR S Il (2-3-39) 


Sankaracarya and Rāmānujācārya take the word samādhi in 
the popular sense of deep concentration during meditation. 
Sankaracirya interprets the siitra as follows?. The samadhi, which 
is taught in Vedanta texts for the realization of Aiman described 
in the Upanisads, also will not be possible if Jivdtman is not 
credited with doership (Aartrtva). From this also, it is proved that 
this Jivatman is an agent. 


Rāmānujācārya interprets the satra differently. ‘‘If the internal 
organ (buddhi ) were the agent, then samādhi would be impossible. 
For, in samadhi the meditating person realizes his difference from 
Prakrti. This experience would be impossible for the internal 
organ, inasmuch as it is a product of Prakrti. So we have to accept 
that the soul is an agent”. 


Madhvacarya takes the word samadhi in the sense of 
samGdhana* or alambuddhi which conveys composure, 
satisfaction, peace of mind and absence of want. The exposition 
of the sutra is as follows. 


SA: ag: We SPT AF AGUA A GET SICAL IS 


l Śrībhāşya- RDK. 2-3-37. 

as vay Aahar RANA: aft: se: Farag ------- Ash safa 

ITA: FAA a A | AEH a qda: | (S. BSB. 2-3-39). 

Śrībhāsya- SV 2-3-38. 

4 The abstract nouns samādhi and samādhāna are synonyms, formed from the root 
JA ++. The word samādhi is formed as per sitra avert at: PR: (Panini 
3-3-92): and the word samddhana is formed according to Je J | (Panini 3-3-115). 

5 YKM 2-3-39. 
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Since Jiva does not have composure, or satisfaction i.e. he 
remains dissatisfied, he lacks absolute independence. 


On account of this lack of independence, Jiva though he 
possesses intrinsic doership, cannot be certain about accomplishing 
the works undertaken by him. On the contrary Paramdtman has 
no desires to be fulfilled. He lacks nothing. He yearns for nothing. 
Therefore, He is absolutely independent and is always certain 
about the works He thinks of". 


The Satrakara gives an illustration in the next sutra, to show 
to what extent the Jiva has freedom in his natural attribute of 
kartrtva and to what extent he depends on other authority and 
auxiliary things. 


lw a a aaa go 1 (2-3-40) 


an ca SN mAg nida J Tad aa sia: aie 
aad: ate wal sad | 


Just as a carpenter is said to be under the control of his 
employer and also as an independent worker, similarly a 
Jivatman, though under the control of Paramdatman, is said to 
be an agent (in his own capacity). 


The illustration conveys that the carpenter acts as directed by 
his employer regarding the item to be made, e.g. a chair or a table, 
the wood to be used, ordinary or superior, the colour of the polish, 
the size and the design of the item etc. Once these parameters are 
given to him, the carpenter works independently within the means 
at his disposal. The accomplishment of the task depends on the 
carpenter’s skill, application and perseverance. The credit or 
discredit for the work goes to him. Similarly, a Jivatman is free 
to carry out the jobs on hand within the means at his disposal 


| amag werd: afta daca aa aca ead aa a aed, Hea 
Wad 1 (TP. 2-3-39). 
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decided by the circumstances or Paramdtman, and he has to own 
up credit or discredit for the work. 


Sankardcarya takes this sūīra as a new Adhikarana and gives 
a lengthy interpretation as follows. Thus, the agency of Jiva is 
established. The question arises again whether the agency is 
natural to him or is superimposed due to his limiting adjunct 
(buddhi ). The Sittrakdra reconciles with the example of a 
carpenter'. ‘‘The soul is an agent when connected with the 
instruments of actions, buddhi etc., and ceases to be so when 
dissociated from them even as a carpenter works so long as he 
wields his instruments and rests when he lays them aside. The 
Self is active in waking and dream states and is blissful when it 
ceases to be an agent in deep sleep. The Self’s true nature is 
inactive but it becomes active when it is connected with its 
upadhis or adjuncts’’?. Then Sankaracarya refutes the previous 
seven sutras, BS. 2-3-33 to 39, one by one, and arrives at the 
conclusion that the agency of Jivatman is not natural but 
superimposed on him (due to misconception avidyd) on account 
of his proximity to his limiting adjuncts, buddhi etc.’. 


It appears that Sankaracarya does not agree with the doctrine 
propagated by the Sutrakdra through these Brahmasitras. The 
Sütrakāra has strenuously established in the preceding seven 
siitras, with all the three testimonies, pratyaksa, anumdna and 
Sabda, that Jivatman is intrinsically an agent. He says, inter alia, 


| aed atte sete acga: capniaa a ead, Sei lab all 
art rial ee ee pe 
yo OSES ma fda l 
a ge anem eamm RE: Fal gA aA a: 
ABA Aa “Sana w aa iaa agaaa: amai gÅ vaf 
AVATAR |----TUeeTaAa aai EA: | a fe aana ETE 
stefani aon aerate hat af ea g Ct | GA SATA 
aiana wa andi BONA sal wala eA g anal wa R | (S. BSB. 
2-3-40). 
2 SRK. p. 414. 


3 aema sA fra (S. BSB. 2-3-40). 
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in sutra 36, as interpreted by Sankaracarya himself that buddhi 
is only an instrument and doership cannot be attributed to it. Now 
Sankaracarya is refuting all those arguments and that too putting 
it in the mouth of Sitrakara himself as ‘tadetadaha acaryah (!y. 
Sankaraicarya has done it earlier more than once. For example, 
in Anandamaydadhikarana (BS. 1-1-12 to 19), the Sutrakdra 
establishes that Brahman is happiness personified (@nandamayah) 
and Sankaracarya refutes it. In the just concluded 
utkrantvadhikarana, the Sitrakdra establishes in ten sarras (BS. 
2-3-19 to 28), that Jīvātman is of the size of atom (anit). 
Sankaracarya treats all of them as Purvapaksa and rejects them 
just on the strength of a word ‘tu’ in BS. 2-3-29. In the present 
sūtra, even that ‘tu’ is not there. But, Sankaracarya takes the 
available ca only in the sense of tu'. Thus, the commentator 
appears interested in refuting the tenets of the Satrakāra and in 
advocating his own. But, the present study aims at knowing the 
Stitrakara’s concepts about Brahman. 


The words yathd and ca in the siitra clearly indicate that this 
satra offers just an illustration in support of what is established 
in the preceding sūtra and there is no justification for treating this 
sūtra as a separate Adhikarana. Sankaracarya starts this topic, 
kartrtvddhikarana, with a preconceived notion and declares, before 
writing a single word about the sutra (BS. 2-3-33), that the 
Jivadtman’s state of being an agent is not natural but is due to his 
limiting adjunct buddhi based on his interpretation of an earlier 
sūtra ‘tadgunasaratvat--- (BS. 2-3-29)’*. The interpretation of 
that sétra itself is shown to be far from convincing. And now he 
is trying to refute the intrinsic agency of Jiva, with the help of 
this illustration of a carpenter. According to the commentator, 
when a carpenter works with his tools, **in the case of particular 
acts like chopping he is an agent only through the particular tools 


| wad a od a: afar) (S. BSB. 2-3-40). 
2 agemen Às saad: sA 1 (S. BSB. 2-3-33). 
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but is quite Inactive so far as his own body is concerned 
(svasarirena tu akartd eva). This is not so. The carpenter is active 
through his body too. The body acts as much as the tools. The 
tools cannot act without the body acting’’!. In such skilled works, 
the value added is more due to the skills of the person and he 
cannot be held inactive. While interpreting sara 2-3-37, 
Sankaracarya himself offers the example of a cook and says that 
the cook does not cease to be a cook because he needs fuel, water 
and so on’. In what way these two examples are different? In 
production works the agent or the instruments cannot be treated 
as imaginary or superimposed simply because they need one 
another's help’. The simple example of a carpenter is just to 
illustrate that in a work situation, a person can be free to do his 
work to a certain extent and depends on other authority or auxiliaries 
to a certain extent. Perhaps being aware of the fact that his view 
of this illustration is inappropriate, the commentator adds that ‘the 
illustration of the carpenter is to be understood only so far’*. But 
no open-minded person would accept this view. As V. S. Ghate 
puts it that “this illustration cannot support the point, which 
Sankara has tried to make out, in-spite of all the explanations, 
which he has given’. 

Ramanujacarya does not agree with the above view and he 
arrives at his own conclusions, as follows. An objection is raised 
that if it were admitted that the Arman is the agent, his activitity 
for all time would not cease. To this, the Sitrakdra says- The 
Atman, although endowed with the sense organs, speech etc., acts 
when he wishes, but does not act when he wishes not; just as a 
carpenter even when the tools, axe etc., are near, acts or does not 


BNK. Il. p. 257. 

aa aA ag: aded addi (S. BSB. 2-3-37). 

a È aaia Gear dato: paed Herd wala | (TC. N. p. 125). 
aaura ÀA KEA: I (S. BSB. 2-3-40). 

VSG. p. 92. 
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act according to his will. But, if the non-sentient buddhi were to 
be the agent, there is bound to be activity for all time, on account 
of the absence of any regulating cause such as desire for enjoyment 
etc.!. 


Madhvacarya’s interpretation is more natural and befitting. 


In this illustration of a carpenter, we know that he is subject 
to his employer regarding the facilities at work-place and payment 
of remuneration etc., but his skills and his identity as a carpenter 
are his own, acquired through training and experience. A doubt 
arises whether the Jivatman’s capability of action (kartrtva) is 
also his own, as in the case of the carpenter or not. The next sūtra 
answers. 


go RY Teg: K (2-3-41) 
dees aiaa: We a sia Wa aed: ajd Ro 3” 


det Samftacaya: | 

Jiva’s capability to act is subject to Paramatman only, on 
account of scriptural text like ‘kartrtvam karanatvam ca’ to 
that effect. 


Sankaracdrya and Rāmānujācārya treat this sdtra and the next 
as a separate Adhikarana. Ramanujacarya interprets this sutra as 
shown below’. The agency of the soul is dependent on the Supreme 
Being only, because the Sruti declares so. Then he quotes some 
relevant texts. Sankaracarya interprets this sitra as follows. ‘‘The 
soul in the state of samsāra when it appears as agent and enjoyer 
is brought about through the permission of the Lord who is the 


1 Sribhasya- RDK. 2-3-39. 

cade Sued a AA gfa RA ata a aia agra uefa È 
Oferta: | (M. BSB. 2-3-41). “The capability to act, instrumentality, nature. 
intelligence, steadfastness, all these exist by the grace of the Supreme Being and 
they cease to exist when His grace is withdrawn’’. Thus, indeed states Paiigisruti. 


A TAA AEN GEATCHA Ga Replat: Ha: 7 Yds (Sribhasya 2-3-40). 
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Highest Self, the Supervisor of all actions, the witness residing 
in all beings, the cause of intelligence’’', etc. on account of 
scriptural texts to that effect. But this interpretation appears 
improper because (as advocated by the commentator in the previous 
Adhikarana), if the agency of Jivatman is superimposed on him 
on account of his proximity to his limiting adjuncts, buddhi etc., 
due to misconception (avidyd) as in the case of silver seen in place 
of a shell, where is the room for Paramdtman to come in the 
picture?” 


If the agency of Jivatman is dependent on the Supreme Being, 
it means that after so much of discussion we have come back to 
square one, from where we started, that if Jivatman is a puppet 
in the hands of the Supreme Being, then the scriptural injunctions 
and prohibitions will be meaningless. The next sittra clarifies the 
point. 


ll % qpa feaniataraeaiers: Fo 1 
(2-3-42) 


faftfraaaraaaeata cacy Garqaquafrara a a: afd 


agaaa aaa: Ge wafer | 


The Supreme Being impels the Jiva to action in accordance 
with that individual’s merits and demerits due to beginningless 
previous actions, efforts and aptitude only, so that the scriptural 
injunctions and prohibitions are not rendered futile and He, 
the Lord Himself, is clear .off the charge of partiality and 
cruelty. 


All the commentators agree on the purport of this sé#tra and 
interpret it more or less in the same way. Sankaracarya’s 
interpretation is as follows. *‘The Lord directs the soul taking into 


1 SRK. p. 415. 
2 WY Soa std sed aa Raa anaana RA 
daea (TC. I. p. 128). 
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account previous good and bad deeds---’*'. The remark made 
against Sankaracarya’s interpretation of the preceding sūtra applies 
here too. In his scheme of things where the soul by nature is 
inactive but the agency is superimposed on him, this sūtra and 
the preceding one, both appear redundant. 


According to Ramanujacarya, ‘‘The Lord makes the soul act 
by granting it permission, taking into consideration the efforts put 
forth by it. Though the Lord’s permission is essential, yet the 
responsibility for the initial volition is the soul’s; hence injunctions 
and prohibitions etc. have a scope’’?. 


18 AMARO | 
In this Adhikarana, the Sätrakāra, considers the controversial 


topic of Jivas’ relation with the Supreme Being i.e. whether Jiva 
is an amsa of Brahman or not and decides as follows. 


go SRN ACAI ATS ANY aaan TH 3 N 
(2-3-43) 


Sankaracarya explains the satra thus*. Since it is held in the 
previous Adhikarana that the relation between Jiva and the Lord 
is that between the beneficiary (upakarya) and the benefactor 
(upakaraka), a question arises whether the relation is one of the 
master and servant or fire and its sparks. The sūtra avers that it 
is proper to take Jiva as a part of the Lord as the spark is a part 
of fire. As Brahman is part-less, a soul can only be thought of 
as a part, as it were (amSah iva amSah). Then, why not consider 


SRK. p. 416. 

Sribhasya- SV. 2-3-41. 

aaa Aana aag aA fe enihyccaedaca: anaiftad, 
aRaREpERTA! ------ sia dria aage aamafiegien:, sit ate, 4 


we b = 


Aa AA 1 ---- ah gA 
Sarat aaae td) HeMerarw Maa: | (S. BSB. 2-3-43). 
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the Lord Himself as becoming a Jiva? The säātra answers that it 
is because the scriptural texts declare a difference between Jiva 
and Brahman. There are also texts, which declare non-difference 
between Jiva and Brahman. For instance, one Vedic School asserts 
that even the fishermen and the gamblers are Brahman. Thus, 
with the examples of low creatures, it is told that all Jivas who 
have entered the body-mind-complexes, are Brahman only. 
Therefore, as there are statements of difference and non-difference, 
the soul is said to be a part of the Lord. 


The Sétrakadra makes a positive assertion without mincing 
words that ‘Jiva is an amsa of Brahman’ and offers two sets of 
reasons thereof. The commentator poses the problem whether the 
relation between Brahman and Jiva is one of difference like that 
between master and servant or of identity as that between fire and 
its sparks. The sara is taken to be in favour of the latter, saying 
that Jiva is an amsa of Brahman. The commentator hastens to add 
that Brahman being partless, Jīva cannot be taken as part of 
Brahman in the primary sense of the word, but Jiva can only be 
imagined as a part, as it were (amSah iva amSah). It is true that 
Jiva cannot be an organic part or limb of Brahman since Brahman 
is held to be partless, and Jiva’s amsatva is only conceptual. But 
without explaining in what sense Jrva is described as an amSa of 
Brahman, if it is simply told that it is imaginary, the explanation 
makes the confused reader further confounded. 


The Bhamati holds that the purpose of this Adhikarana is to 
prove the relationship of identity between Jiva and Brahman. 
Therefore, it concludes that', ‘‘when Jiva gets rid of his limiting 
adjunct (upadhi ) of mis-apprehension (avidya), Jiva realizes his 
status of being Brahman and this is established; with reference 
to that doctrine, Jiva is described as ‘as good as an amsa’ of 
Brahman, but the purport is not to convey that Jiva is an amsa 


| aq afar sa enna: ef fad sitet aqig ga aaa A g att: 
afa aeai: | (Bhamart 2-3-43) (BNK. TI, p. 281). 
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of Brahman” . This practically repudiates the Sëtrakāra’s position’. 
Moreover, Jiva’s amSatva of Brahman cannot prove the identity 
between Jiva and Brahman because ‘‘amsatva is not a synonym 
of non-difference, nor does it have an invariable concomitance 
with non-difference, as a single fibre which is an amsa of the cloth 
is still different from the cloth’’?, 


V. S. Ghate observes that ‘‘Sankara’s theory cannot at all fit 
in with this (concept of Jiva as an amsa of Brahman)’”?. 


The problem considered by the siitra is not about reconciliation 
of conflicting texts, one set declaring difference and another 
advocating identity between Jiva and Brahman. That has already 
been discussed in the sūtra ‘tadgunasdaratvat---- (BS. 2-3-29). If 
the same problem were to be taken up here, then the sätra ‘amso 
nandvyapadesat anyathd ca’ would have sufficed. The remaining 
words would be superfluous. But the Sätrakäāra takes up here the 
conflict between two sets of texts, one describing Jiva as an amsa 
of Brahman, and the other telling that there is no such relation. 
The word amsa literally means a share, part, portion or fraction; 
but it cannot be taken in that primary sense, since Brahman. is 
held to be partless. But the sutra avers that Jiva is an amSa of 
Brahman and the sätra is packed up with two sets of evidences 
to show in what sense the ruzi texts describe Jiva as an amsSa 
of Brahman. Therefore, the stra has to be blown up and amplified 
and its import is to be understood. 


Ramanujicarya also proceeds on the same lines, but holds 
Jivas as parts of Brahman in reality. He also gives, a special 
meaning to the word amsa. He considers the question whether 
the soul is quite different from Brahman, or it is Brahman under 


| BNK. Il. p. 281. 

a fe aada aftaceq at ae ee Gaea dedt: deta, Aaa! 
(TC. TL. p. 135). 

3 VSG. p. 94. 
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ignorance, or it is Brahman dceterminated by a limiting adjunct 
(upadhi ), or it is a part of Brahman, Different schools hold 
different views. As against all these views, the sara says that the 
soul is a part of Brahman since there is declaration of difference 
and also of unity in the scriptures. By part, however, is meant that 
which constitutes one aspect (desa) of a substance. Hence a 
distinguishing quality of a substance is not the substance itself 
but a part of that substance. For example, the luster of a gem is 
not the gem but it is a part of it. In this sense, the individual soul, 
which is the body of Brahman (in Ramanujacarya’s doctrine), as 
declared by the scriptural texts, is a part of it'. In the above 
argument, “being a portion means existing in a part of one object’, 
and ‘the attribute of a qualified entity is but a portion of it’? 
However, the qualifier and the qualified are interchangeable, e.g. 
(i) the white cloth or (ii) the whiteness of the cloth. Therefore, 
there may arise a contingency when Brahman may become an 
adjective of Jiva and Brahman may have to be looked upon as 
an amsa of Jiva*. Further, in Ramanujacarya’s philosophy, both 
the sentient (cif ) and insentient (acit ) things in the world constitute 
the body of Brahman. Then the insentient entities (jadatattvas) 
also may become anisas of Brahman’. But the Sftrakdra has 
treated only Jiva as an amSa of Brahman. Hence, it is difficult 
to accept such an interpretation. 


Madhvacarya considers two conflicting scriptural texts as 
follows. One text says that “‘Indeed these souls are amsas only 


1 gA- Prd ofa: aeemrecarafe:, Fa Gla A AI Sa RANTA ETA, 
Sa EMA? at AREA 1 ------ ud ST afd weal fa | Fat 9 AART! 
BAU F , Theda AURA! ------ TA HABETGA TTT atta aed pata Sean 
(Sribhasya- SV- 2-3-42). 

2 Upaeciaeaed i ARAR gA AATA va 
(Śrībhāsya-RDK. 2-3-45). 

3 Yee: Ge: eea Ae a aaa aR ARE ated Aà 
HRS AASAATA (TC. IMI. p. 138). 

4 eaeRreaaacaeg NÀ ANAA (TC. I. p. 138). 
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and the amsi is the Lord indeed. The immutable Hari Himself 
causes all this, to be done by His amgsas’’'. From this 
Gaupavanasruti, it is observed that the Jiva is an amsa of the 
Lord. Another text? tells that, ‘‘the soul is not at all an amsa of 
the Lord; he has no relation with Him nor is he helpful to Him. 
Yet, the Supreme Lord bestows on the Jiva, the fruits according 
to his merits. The Lord is not ruled by any one, while He is the 
ruler of all’. Thus, there appears a doubt whether the Jiva is an 
am§Sa of the Lord or not. 


The stra answers saying that Jiva is an amga of the Lord. 
Since Paramdtman is partless and Jiva cannot be an organic or 
physical part of Him, the Satrakara provides two sets of reasons 
in support of his predication, thereby indicating the two 
complementary senses in which the concept of Jiva’s amSatva is 
to be understood. The amplified exposition of the szitra is as follows. 


Sa: WEA A: He: (i) aad- GaSe Waa? ae 
aay gamqafacarigararaare garga, RT Ras 

, TaN FT Aaa ada’ ef daeeupnda Wea 
THM, APIS Sa: Waa: IRETI: ait 7 
(i) aaaea A-Aa: WS MA: SA “ae aren we 
faa sfa aenea, IAA F - ‘area: OY tea: atlas aft 


1 vate ga dt ster ata fe qa: | cama ad areal ain afer 
gal signed aea aqenqd | (M. BSB. 2-3-43). 

Tate a TRU aT Sita: TET aes g TaN) Ge: MRENE | a fiara: 
a went a adea Prove: sa EAA | 

3 Hi wg fifie qaisé RAKAA: l’ May the omnipresent Lord ever protect me: 

1 am the son of the Supreme Being. (M. BSB. 2-3-43). 

4 "Hel call: ae framan: Geet] aT: l The fishermen are Bralunan, the gamblers 
are Brahman, these pilots are Brahman indeed. (M. BSB. SSR. 2-3-43). 
‘aq: ASAA sal aA Sass | ad eÀ pA A aA TA: | 
The Kasdvanasruti presents the other view. `‘Different is the Lord and different 
is the soul; for He is none of this and this is none of Him’’. (The Lord has nothing 
to expect of the soul but He has to do everything for the soul; and the soul has 
nothing to do for the Lord but has everything for him to be done by the Lord). 
(M. BSB. SSR. 2-3-43). 


Ww 
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ag a ada T ad: Se eee) a 
mA Sa: WAT: Gated aie Raaen 


Jiva is an amsa of Brahman (i) because his relation to 
Brahman is found described in scriptures in various terms as 
son, brother, friend and so on, which conveys that Jiva is only 
a beneficiary; and Jiva is also described as not standing in any 
relationship to Brahman, which indicates that Jiva is never a 
benefactor of Brahman; on the strength of both these 
observations, Jiva in his role as one subsistent on Brahman, 
is considered as an amsa of Brahman; and also (ii) because 
the followers of one school study Brahman as being identical 
with fishermen, gamblers (and the entire fraternity of Jivas), 
and the followers of another school study Brahman as different 
from Jivas, therefore since both identity and difference between 
the Lord and the Jivas cannot be otherwise justified 
simultaneously in their primary senses, accepting the 
difference, the identity is understood figuratively in the sense 
that Jiva is an amsa of Brahman, as Jiva though being inferior 
to Brahman, has a few attributes resembling those of Brahman. 


In order to show that this alone could be at the back of 
Badarayana’s mind while composing this sara, Madhvacarya 
quotes a verse! from Varahapurdna, compiled and edited by 
Badarayana himself, which runs exactly like the interpretation of 
this stra. It says that “tas Hari is spoken of as son, brother, friend, 
master and in so many other ways by the Vedas, the Jiva is for 
this reason considered as His avrsa; and for the reason that the Lord 
is sung as separate as well us not separate [rom the Jiva, the latter 
is said to be the amsa of the Lord. Both separateness and non 
separateness cannot hold true* in their primary senses 
simultaneously” 


| gagad cafacda adi R: agar daa aasa aa gi adi AeA 
sean <P MTGE HN A PEN: F TR 


(M. BSB. 2-3-43). 
2 BNK. IL. p. 274. 
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Madhvacarya’s interpretation of this sétra is brilliant and it 
appears that it is he who has read the Sutrakara’s mind correctly. 


The next sūtra offers another reason based on Sruti for 
considering Jiva as an amsa of Brahman. 


I1 % naaa, $ (2-3-44) 
sha: wea a: Asea Rear Re afer gA | 


Jiva is an amsa of Paramātman also on account of Sruti, 
which holds that ‘all the beings are but a quarter of Him’ (RV. 
10-90-3). 


All commentators agree on the purport of this sutra. 


The next sutra gives another reason based on Smrti, tor 
considering Jiva as an amsa of Brahman. 


go oy ead 2 (2-3-45) 
aaa alata Seni: Gada: ” gla ST: We sar ef Grad 


iat 
HN | 
Jiva is an amsSa of Paramatman, also because of Smrti, in 


which the Lord declares that **the eternal sentient entity in 
a living body, called Jiva, is my amsa only” (BG. 15-7). 


All commentators agree on the interpretation of this sutra. 
Sankaracarya reads an additional ca in the sutra. 


In the same Bhagavadgitd, in which the Lord declares that 
Jivas are His amSas, the Lord also promises that *‘whenever there 
is a decline of righteousness and a rise of unrighteousness, 
{ manifest Myself’’'. This concept of Lord’s incarnation is popular 
in Vedic religion. These incarnations (avataras) are also known 


| Far ae fe weeq aaa wea aE aces QAAE 
(BG. 4-7). 
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as the Lord’s armsas in the Epics and Purdnas. Naturally a doubt 
would arise that when Jivas are also amsas, of the Lord, whether 
these incarnations are similar to Jivas or they differ from Jives. 
The Sitrakdra discusses this point in the remaining sätras of this 
Adhikarana, according to Madhvacarya. Other commentators view 
the satras differently as it suits their doctrines. 


B ~ . 
2 yaa R: g II (2-3-46) 


R: aeae eA A Ue Sita ga aia: SRT, TA 
Tee: ahaa: Aad: Herat a aaah 


Just as the presiding deity of the destructive fire at the 
end of the world who is the manifestation of the presiding 
deity of the element Agni, is not the same as that of a fire- 
fly, the Supreme Being in his incarnations as Matsya (fish) 
etc., is not the same as Jīva who is a bhinnadmsa (i.e. who is 
different from the Supreme Being, but is considered as His 
amsa because he subsists on Him and has a few attributes 
resembling those of the Lord). 


The contention is that the Lord's incarnations are the 
Svariipamsas of the Lord and Jiva is a Bhinnamsa. In order to 
explain the difference between the two, Madhvacarya quotes a 
passage’ from Varahapurana, which runs thus. ‘‘Amsas are of 
two orders, the Svartipamsa and the Bhinnamsa. Whatever is the 
nature, power and condition of supremacy etc. of the Amsin 
(original), the same holds true. of the Svarapamsas. There is not 
even an iota of difference between the Sva@riipanisa and its Amin. 


1 In Indian Epics and Puranas, among many incarnations of the Supreme Being, the 
ten avatdras of Visnu, namely 1) Matsya (fish), 2) Kūrma (tortoise), 3) Varaha 
(boar), 4) Narasimha (lion-headed man), 5) Vamana (dwarf man), 6) Parasurama 
(Brahmin warrior with an axe), 7) Rama, 8) Krsna, 9) Buddha and 10) Kalki are 
popular. 

2 aam fata sa dak ead aia aq amd aee nR: 1 
wea aS Aa: iiA sahara Aaien: 
eRka Ramage it Aà È (M. BSB. 2-3-47). 
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But the BhinnadmSa is of limited power and has resemblance with 
the Amsin to a very slight degree’’. 


Madhvacarya’s interpretation of the word ‘prakdsa’ in the 
sutra as kdldgni i.e. the destructive fire at the end of the world, 
appears rather far-fetched. When it is possible to take prakdSa as 
sun-light and its presiding deity as Sun, which fit well in the 
illustration, it is not understood why the commentator prefers to 
choose kaldgni in place of sun-light. 


Sankaracarya interprets the sūtra as follows. As when the 
water-filled jars shake, though the Sun’s reflections in them shake, 
the Sun does not shake, similarly, though the Jiva, which is Lord’s 
amsSa, suffers pain as a result of his misconception (avidya) and 
the limiting adjuncts like buddhi, the Lord is not affected like the 
Jiva', 


Ramanujacarya reads an additional ‘fu’ in the sétra, 
‘prakāśādivattu naivam parah’ and interprets it as follows. 
‘*Though a distinguishing quality of a substance is a part of it, 
yet we observe differences between the two. Though light is a 
part of the object of which it is a quality, yet the object is different 
in nature from its quality, the light. So also, though the soul is 
a part of Brahman as Its body, still the essential nature and 
characteristics of the two are not one. Hence the Lord is not 
affected by the pleasure and pain experienced by the soul’’*. 


The next sutra states that Smrtis support the views expressed 
in the present sätra. The commentators quote different texts in 
support of their respective interpretations of this sétra. 


| @ anfa FT Hol (2-3-47) 


oq a aenar, aga TERRA FeR a 3 aam Ti EÀ - Ti 
aaaea RA stared À gaa aÀ a aaa gat 
ZATA | (S. BSB. 2-3-46). 

2 Śrībhāşya- SV. 2-3-45. 
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Jae feared accorded a cafe: ara a 
qed WaT 


The authors of Smrtis also declare that Jiva is Bhinnamsa 
of the Supreme Being and His incarnations, Matsya etc., are 
His Svariipamsas. The plural number in the stra is to indicate 
the existence of numerous such Smrti texts. 


Madhviacirya refers to a passage form Bhdgavatapurana whose 
import corroborates the contention of this siirra. ‘The sages, 
Manus, deities, mighty Prajdpatis etc. are all bits (amsas) of Hari 
only. These bits of the Supreme Being’s essential aspects 
(Svamsakalah or Svartipamsah i.e. incarnations) are the same as 
Bhagavan Krsna Himself, (Krsna being understood here as the 
Supreme Being), which appear in every age to protect and bless 
the world affected by the enemies of Indra’’!. 


Sankaracdrya quotes a passage from Mahabharata which 
supports his view of the last sara and tells that ‘It (Brahman) is 
not stained by the fruits of actions any more than a lotus by water’?. 


Ramanujacarya refers to a verse? from Visnupurana (1-22-37) 
in support of his interpretation of the last sūtra. It says that 
‘*whatever is created involving the aggregate of creatures, when the 
creation comes into existence, all that verily is the body of Hari’. 


The next stra shows the contrast between the incarnations 
and Jivas, according to Madhvacarya. 
ll do agane Bearers. BI 
(2-3-48) 


| RÀ Baa Sar AAS Nea: | Ho: BA SAA GAAS: PAN: Il 

Ue See: Ja: Pe Wa aa! alae os eaa gÀ Gu 
(Bhag, 1-3-27,28) (BNK. Il. p 275). 

SRK. p. 418. 

3 akkaa aa aaa @ fia. aea qouea aya aced A RE: ut 


(Sribhsdya- RDK. 2-3-46). 


Nm 
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THEE FEIT RRE SAGAR TAT Ea | 
TISAI WEA HMA eA ETT TTA TATE At RA, 
sal fauigaa | ce asafiafaa: garaga gar 
qaiganitag ante: wate SE UGE arte aca, aul 
gaiga amni sales aama: ast Araia: 
EEN: q ATA: | 


The Jiva’s mundane activities and attainment of liberation 
are under the conirol of the Supreme Being, on account of his 
association with his body (earned as a result of his karma). 
By implication (we get that) the activities of the Supreme 
Being in His incarnations as Matsya etc., are not under the 
control of any one else. The term jyotirādivat illustrates the 
point. The activities of the inferior presiding deity of the eye, 
are under the control of the presiding deity of the solar orb, 
the Sun, on account of the inferior deity’s association with the 
body, while the presiding deity of the sun-light is not subject 
to any such control by the Sun, on account of the deity being 
a svariipamsa of i.e. on par with the Sun. The word adi in 
Jyotirddivat indicates that similar illustrations of Varunadeva 
etc. and their Bhinnamsas and SvariipamsSas are to be taken. 


Madhvacarya quotes an appropriate passage from 
Varahapurdna, which gives the exact import of the sātra. It runs 
thus. ““Though the Jivas are the anisas of the Lord, they are 
subject to the worldly bondage etc. on acount of their fitness for 
bodily existence, and they need the Lord’s grace; but it is not so 
with Hari, the Lord, in His incarnations as Matsya etc. because 
He is not subject to bodily limitations; the two states are altogether 
different as in the case of sunlight (svariipamsa of Siirya) and the 
eyes (Bhinnamsa of Surya) and the ocean of pure water 
(svartipamsa of Varuna) and phlegm (bhinnamsa of Varuna). The 
anitsas i.e Jivas need the favour of the whole, the asi, and they 
can stop the transmigration by the Lord’s grace alone’’!. 


| cama gdan eRe: | aqurensiat a g aR aft: 
aggauaiaaagaana | aMisqaaqaea BA feErat | 
agaaa RAAL sft ante T1 (M. BSB. 2-3-48). 
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Sankaracarya interprets the siitra as follows'. Though Brahman 
is the same everywhere, scriptural injunctions (anujfid) and 
prohibitions (parihara) arise in the case of Jīvas only on account 
of their attachment to their physical bodies; just as (for example), 
fire, though alike everywhere, from the funeral pyre is avoided 
and not that from other places; and just as sunlight, from the same 
Sun, falling on impure ground is avoided not that falling on pure 
ground. 


Ramanujacarya understands the sara a little differently. ‘‘An 
objection is raised that, as all souls are equal, being parts of 
Brahman, why then are some permitted (anujfd) to study the 
Vedas, while others are excluded (parihdra) from it. The sūtra 
says that this is because of the soul’s connection with a pure or 
impure body. Though the fire is one, yet the fire from a household 
is acceptable while that from the funeral pyre is rejected’’?. 


On account of the collateral evidence of Smrti given by 
Madhväcārya, his interpretation appears more authentic than the 
other two. 


The next sutra provides another evidence to show that there 
can be no comparison between the Lord’s incarnations and the 
Jivas according to Madhvacarya. 


ll go Aaaa: go N (2-3-49) 


aaraa iaa apia Gels nema harean aa 
R FRET AAR: AARTE: | 


And on account of the Jiva’s limited range of power and 
by implication the Lord’s limitless powers in His incarnations 


2 Sribhisya- SV- 2-3-47, 
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like Matsya etc., there can be nothing contrary to the statement 
that the Lord in His incarnations is not on a par with Jivas. 


In support of the sentiment in the sätra, Madhvacarya quotes 
a text', which states ‘‘that the Supreme Being has innumerable 
forms like Krsna, Rama, Kapila etc. that all of them are perfect, 
unlimited, incomparable and that the Jivas, who are inferior beings, 
are imperfect, and bound and some of them get released’’?. 


Sankaracarya interprets the stitra as follows: The individual 
soul, Jiva, who is the agent of actions and the enjoyer of the fruits 
of actions, is not associated with all the bodies. For Jiva is 
circumscribed by his limiting adjuncts (updadhis). The upddhis 
being not all-pervasive, Jiva is also not all-pervasive. Therefore, 
there is no possibility of confusion of sharing the actions and their 
fruits. It means, for example, that Devadatta is associated with 
a particular physical body and organs; he is responsible for his 
own actions; he is not liable to share the enjoyments and sufferings 
due to actions of Yajfiadatta. 


However, Brahman confined to the upādhis (on account of 
avidya) and suffering as Jiva and pure Brahman to which 
status a Jiva attains after liberation, cannot both refer to the same 
entity. Otherwise Brahman to which status a Jiva reaches 
after release, being all-pervasive cannot avoid sharing the sufferings 
of allt. Here, the commentator establishes that Jiva is not 
all-pervasive but is limited by the body he occupies. Earlier in 


| wey aaea = aT ae WT St Kor He TH: alte ga 

“Tel g a Wades We Tee gae aeaeuafaeat | ais x aT Tenis 

eae Gori aaah salvarsan ea: Fa agi: As TI asa 

gA a Ha 1" Bd! (M. BSB. 2-3-49). 

BNK. Il. p. 278. 

3 aR ad: Ar: a aa: Haa: Hd: AR: Saeed ada aAa R ste g 
aqai Aiea Satara: | aaa RAAE: Hecate at a AA | (S. BSB. 
2-3-49). 

4 zaina aeaeg Qe | THAT 
Yate PHAGE! (TC. I. p. 137). 
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utkrantyadhikarana (BS. 2-3-20 to 28), the Sitrakara establishes 
that the Jiva is atomic in size and that the range of his functioning 
extends to the whole body he occupies. But in the next stra (BS. 
2-3-29) the commentator refutes the whole contention and argues 
that ‘‘Jiva is all-pervasive’’' and that ‘‘the declaration that the 
soul's size is atomic, is on account of the soul's having for its 
essence the quality of that buddhi `’. He further contends that *‘as 
long as the soul is connected with the buddhi, it has Jivatva and 
has mundane existence. In fact, apart from this combination of 
soul and intellect thought of, there is no such entity as Jiva or 
individual soul’’*. If this is so, then which Jiva is all-pervasive 
and which Jiva is circumscribed by the limiting adjuncts? Thus, 
the interpretation is not convincing but confusing. 


Ramanujacarya interprets on the same lines, but at the same 
time critisizes the advaita doctrine, as follows. “‘The souls, being 
atomic, are different in different bodies and are limited to those 
bodies. So there is no confusion of the results of actions done by 
them i.e. the results of the actions done by one do not affect 
another soul. This would not have been possible if the souls were 
Brahman in ignorance or limited by upddhis. For, the same 
Brahman being in connection with ignorance or the limiting 
adjuncts, there would have resulted the confusion of the results 
of actions’”?. 


In Advaita philosophy, Jiva is Brahman with avidyā, 
circumscribed by the limiting adjuncts. Brahman being one, Jivas 
are in essence, the same everywhere. Therefore confusion can 
arise regarding the possibility of a Jiva sharing the fruits of action 
of others. But in Ramanujacarya’s philosophy, though all Jivas 
form the body of Brahman, they are distinct among themselves. 
So there is no possibility of such a doubt about sharing of the 


| aemp: 1 (S. BSB. 2-3-29). 
2 S. BSB. 2-3-30. 
3  Śrībhāşya-SV. 2-3-48. 
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fruits of actions of others. Therefore, the above interpretation of 
the satra renders the satra itself superfluous so far as 
Ramanujacarya’s doctrine is concemed". 


The next sutra provides another reason to show why the 
Lord’s incarnations are not on a par with Jivas, according to 
Madhvicirya. 


lo Tae GA Hl (2-3-50) 


Sankaracarya interprets the sdtra as follows®. The Jiva should 
be understood as a mere reflection of the Supreme Being like the 
reflection of the sun in the water. The Jiva is neither the Supreme 
Being Himself nor is he a different thing (other than the Supreme 
Being). Therefore, when one reflected image shakes, another 
image does not shake (on that account). So also, when one Jiva 
is associated with some actions and their fruits, another Jiva has 
no connection with them. Therefore, there is no confusion like 
sharing of fruits of actions. Therefore, it can be said that, when 
the reflection appears due to avidyd (mis-apprehension), this 
mundane existence of Jiva associated with that reflection, also 
appears to be on account of that avidya@. And when that avidyd 
is thrown away, the fact that Jiva, in reality, is of the nature of 
Brahman is realized, which corroborates with the scriptural 
teaching. 


Ramanujacarya understands the word ābhāsa in the sutra as 
hetvabhasa i.e. fallacy and interprets the sétra as criticizing the 
Advaita doctrine, in the following way’. Indeed, even in the 


1 BNK. Tl. p. 291. 

2 ane a a ow oa: Rea aA serra: a a Ca Arete, ate 
aaa | aaa TM Aad ATT I FET Oe Hara 
minaaa stares deter: R Ua aed: | ane a 
BRIA, eea PARA atrarHacdsshakie aAa FATT 
aeea: | (S. BSB. 2-3-50). 

3 ag RS AR ATNA: A Hd E-A A 
Ti FRO EEA AeA aA ag: AT TI 

Wee SAN TH | (Sribhdsya-RDK. 2-3-49). 
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doctrine, which talks of Jiva as infatuated Brahman, the diversities 
in the experiences of Jivas, have been accounted for as due to 
the limiting adjuncts caused by avidyd. So, the Satrakdra says 
that the argument is fallacious. In the case of an entity, Brahman, 
which is pure consciousness by nature, the argument that the 
diversities in the experiences are due to the differences in the 
limiting adjuncts of that entity, when its nature is covered by 
avidyd, is but a fallacy. In the case of one having consciousness 
alone as its nature, disappearance of that consciousness is but the 
destruction of the consciousness. This interpretation needs the 
importation of the word hetuh in the satra and also the 
understanding of the word abhdsa as hetvabhdasa. Hence it appears 
far-fetched. 


Like Sankaracarya, Madhvacarya also understands the word 
Gbhasa in the sense of a reflected image, pratibimba. The exposition 
of the sitra is as follows. 


ofa amare wg ARAE va, aR a aa, aaa ad R 
SGT AACR TG: | 


Jiva is Lord’s reflected image only. His incarnations like 
Matsya etc. are not so. So also, there can be nothing contrary 
to the statement that the Lord in His incarnations is not on 
a par with Jivas. 


In support of this interpretation, Madhvacarya quotes a Smrti 
text, which runs thus. “‘There are two forms of amsas of the 
omnipresent Supreme Being, namely pratibimbamsa, a reflection, 
and svartipadmsa, an amsa non-different from His essence. Jivas 
are the Lord’s pratibimbamsas, and the svartipadnisas are His 
manifestations. In reflections, there is little similitude, but the 
manifestations are essentially the Lord Himself’’'!. Madhvacarya 


| emah cea wee ate: | aaan AER Wa TI 
sfai sitar: WET: R Sa Aaaa camara qu 
aq aR Al (M. BSB. 2-3-50). 
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considers this sutra, not in isolation, but in the context of the 
preceding sētras, which establish various aspects of Jiva. They 
state that the Jiva in essence is eternal; he is created when he 
acquires a body, he is atomic in size, he 1s different from Brahman, 
he has doership within his limits under the direction of the Lord 
and he is an amśa of the Lord. Thus, the Sarrakāra does not hold 
Jiva as held by Sankaricdrya as a non-existent entity! or as 
infatuated Brahman confined to the limiting adjuncts on account 
of the omniscient Brahman’s undesirable contact with nescience 
(avidyd) or as a lifeless reflection of Brahman like that of sun in 
a bucket of water. But he holds Jiva as pratibimba (reflection) 
of the Supreme Being in the sense of ‘‘a living self who shines 
forth by the light of Brahman’’?. 


In a discussion earlier on the sutra ‘ya@vadatmabhavitat-- 
(BS.2-3-30), it is seen that Jiva has two kinds of upa@dhis, one 
svaripopddhi i.e. what configures him as he is in himself, which 
is beginningless and exists even after liberation, and the other 
bahyopadhi consisting of physical bodily adjuncts. It is the 
svariipopadhi by which he remains constituted as a pratibimba 
of Brahman forever. This pratibimba should not be thought of 
as a lifeless image of a face in a mirror. In the case of a mirror 
image it vanishes when the face moves away or the mirror is 
moved away. But in the case of Jiva, his svariipopadhi exists as 
long as Paramatman exists, and since Paramdtman is ever 
omnipresent there is no possibility of Jiva with his svarūpopādhi 
moving away from Him. Therefore, Jiva as a pratibimba of 
Brahman is eternal?. 


1 Ward: g a otal am gequittaftaicqacseccaieaer arta 1 
(S. BSB. 2-3-30). 

2 BNK. I. 280. 

3 fea wa ofa: ofa aaa fear gA: Rees 
WATCH saaa SAA AACA! aA AA 
faa! (TP. 2-3-50). 
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Further, in the case of mirror image, the face (bimba) is 
outside the mirror (medium) and away from the image (pratibimba), 
and it is the face that sees its image. However, in the case of Jiva 
(pratibimba), Paramatman (bimba) is in and out of Jiva, and it 
is the Jiva (pratibimba) who has to see and realize his original 
bimba i.e. Paramatman through his svariipopddhi the medium. 


Jiva possesses attributes like intelligence, bliss etc. though 
limited, and they resemble those of Brahman'. Jiva has capacity 
to be, to act and to be able to enjoy his own blissful nature”. BNK 
Sharma observes that Madhvacarya’s ‘interpretation is one that 
will make every Jiva feel truly proud of being an abhdsa of 
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Brahman and wish to continue to be so, for ever’’’. 
19 AeVrrnewry | 
go Bee, Zo N (2-3-51) 


Sankaracarya and Rāmānujācārya consider this sūtra and the 
next two as part of the preceding Adhikarana. Since the sūtra 
contains only a probans and it could be an additional probans for 
a proposition in a previous sutra. So it is pertinent to include the 
sūtra in the last Adhikarana. However, though Madhvacarya 
treats this sé#tra as providing another probans for the assertion in 
the preceding sūtra, he holds these three si#tras as forming a 
separate Adhikarana, possibly because they discuss about adrsta, 
a topic other than amsatva. 


Sankaracarya’s interpretation is as follows. ‘‘Adrsta is the 
unseen principle of the nature of religious merit or demerit. 
According to the Saikhya system it inheres not in the self but in 
pradhana. As the latter is the same for all souls, it cannot determine 
the enjoyment of pleasure and pain for each individual self. 


BS. 2-3-29. 
BNK. Il. p. 280. 
BNK. I. p. 279. 


wh = 
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According to the Vaisesika, the unseen principle is created by the 
conjunction of the soul with the mind and there is no reason why 
any particular adrsta should belong to any particular soul. So 
confusion of results is inescapable’’!. 


According to this interpretation, the sūtra establishes that the 
confusion of actions and experiencing of pleasure and pain due 
to the results of those actions, in Sarikhya and VaiSesika systems, 
cannot be avoided. There is nothing in the sittra to indicate that 
the Säātrakāra wants to establish this proposition. When it is 
possible to connect this sara to the preceding one and establish 
the known proposition that ‘Jiva is only a reflection of Brahman 
(ābhāsa eva ca)’, though there are diversities among Jivas, because 
the diversities can be on account of diversities in the unseen 
merits of Jivas (adrstaniyamat), importing (adhyāhāra) a fresh 
proposition (sa@dhya) that the confusion of actions and results in 
Sadnkhya system etc. cannot be avoided, is far-fetched and 
unconvincing”. The inclusion of this s#tra in the previous 
Adhikarana is held pertinent on the expectation that this stra 
would strengthen the proposition therein. If a fresh proposition 
is being imported, that pertinence is lost. 


Ramanujacarya also interprets the sutra on similar lines, but 
takes it as directed against those who hold that the individual soul 
is Brahman screened by real limiting adjuncts. According to him’, 
even in the doctrine advocating Jiva as Brahman screened by real 
limiting adjuncts, if it is contended that there would be no confusion 
of the spheres of experience because of the differences in upddhis 
due to the beginningless unseen merits (adrsta), it is not so 
because adrstas cannot regulate the spheres of experience. **As 
the unseen principles (adrstas) have Brahman for their substratum, 


| SRK. p. 421. 

‘aaa sf gat: sia a a af aaah aicalena EN 

af areenaa! (TC. Il. p. 141). 

3 maamaa sh sateetqyarrareane carer ufasafa 
saaga BEATA! (Sribhasya- RDK. 2-3-50). 


Ww 
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there can be no rule that a particular adrsta operates in a particular 
soul; so the confusion of the spheres of experience is inevitable’’'. 


Here also, the proposition proved by the sirra is imported. 
Therefore, the interpretation is held as far-fetched. The remaining 
two sutras of this Pada are also interpreted by the two 
commentators in the context of these arbitrarily imported 
propositions, and therefore it serves no purpose in referring to 
them. 


Madhvacarya does not leave the track of ideas from the 
preceding sutras. The exposition of the sutra according to him 
is as follows. 


Though there is diversity among Jivas and no diversity 
whatsoever in Brahman the bimba, still Jiva is reflection of 
Brahman, because the diversity among Jivas is on account of 
the variations in their respective beginningless unseen merits. 


The word adrsta (unseen merit) has been understood by some 
commentators as ‘the unseen principle of the nature of religious 
merit or demerit i.e. punya or papa’*. It is shown earlier in 
‘yaisamyanairghrnyddhikaranam (BS. 2-1-35 to 37)’ that the 
diversities in the world cannot be explained away on the theory 
of karma, punya and papa etc. According to Madhvacarya, ‘‘by 
regressive reasoning the acceptance of adrsta or unseen merit as 
the cause of existing variations in equipment, endowment and 
opportunities leads to the conclusion that ultimately such adrsta 
has to be equated with anddisvaripayogyatd or the svartuipopadhi 
of Jivas’’*. Therefore, the word adrstaniyama in the sātra conveys 


1 Sribhasya- SV. 2-3-50. 
2 SRK. p. 421. 
3 BNK. IL. p. 294. 
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the diversities in svarūpopādhis or the beginningless intrinsic 
capabilities and aptitudes of Jivas'. The basic diversities in the 
capabilities of Jivas only result in the present variations in 
knowledge, merits and demerits and culture etc. in the Jivas’. 


The next sutra traces the cause of diversities in behavioural 
tendencies of Jivas. 


fant A ~ AA ; 
go aAa a se (2-3-52) 
aeey mRNA aff a wd ARA, AATA 
And the diversities in behavioural traits like desire, 


aversion, delusion and so on, are also on account of the 
diversities in adrsta i.e. aptitudes of Jivas. 


This explains why even the twins, born of the same parents 
at the same time and brought up under the same environment, 
behave differently. 


The next sutra traces the territorial influence on the diversities 
in Jivas. 


2 aA Fates w (2-3-53) 
Wea eiea SA a RA Ada eRe À 
aean aeia, 


If it be said that the diversities in Jīvas are due to territorial 
variations like heaven etc., it is not so because the variation 
of the place itself is due to diversities in adrsta. 


we 


in ` 


l (BVD. 2-3-53). 


l 
2 p OE ania UES | (TDK. 2-3-51), 
3 


VKM. 2-3-53. 


Chapter XI 
Adhyaya Il, Pada 4 
Giaa age: We: 1) 


After resolving the apparent conflicts in Vedic texts regarding 
the origination and nature of matter and souls in the world, in the 
third Pada, the Sūtrakāra now proceeds to remove the apparent 
conflicts of texts in respect of the origination of bodily equipments 
of Jivas, the physical and mental, i.e. the organs of knowledge 
and action. 


1 MOARTA | 
go aT SUM: Fn (2-4-1) 


The word ‘prana’ in the sūtra stands for the sense organ. All 
the three commentators have taken the word in that sense only. 
The question taken up here 1s whether the sense organs are created 
or eternal. 


Sankaracdrya treats this sūtra and the next three as one 
Adhikarana. He raises the doubt about the genesis of the pranas 
as follows'. Some texts like ‘It (Brahman) created fire’, and ‘from 
that Atman indeed this Akasa sprang’ etc. talk of creation, but in 
those sections dealing with creation, there is no mention of the 
genesis of pranas. In one place it is told that prānas are not 
created at all. *‘This was, indeed, non-existence at the beginning. 
They say: what was non-existence at the beginning? These rsis. 
Who are those rsis? The prānas are the rsis’’ ’. Here, the existence 
of prdnas before creation has been stated. But elsewhere, the 


| AARSE (Chand. Up. 6-2-3)' JA. aema Gea Ae: yay 
(Tait. Up. 2-1-1), fa a Garey saar wera, acuta 
(S. BSB. 2-4-1). 

2 Frente qaa ‘seal a oni’ ‘ace: Hi acaeifecqeal ara 
asdseerdte_| qag: şa ma gR son aa RTA: (Satapatha Brāhmana 
6-1-1) FGA IT: MA AERA! (S. BSB. 2-4-1). 
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genesis of prānas also is declared, as for example in the text ‘from 
that (Arman) spring the vital force, the mind and all the organs’. 
Thus, there is a contradiction in scriptural texts and there is no 
ground seen for deciding the question one way or the other. 
Therefore, there is uncertainty. The Pérvapaksin contends that 
since one text states the existence of prdnas before creation, the 
other text declaring the genesis of sense organs has to be taken 
in a secondary sense’. The sätra resolves the conflict by holding 
that ‘the pranas also are created like Akafa etc. (established at 
the beginning of the preceding Pada)’. Sankaracarya argues that 
non mention of a thing in one scriptural text, cannot refute the 
same thing expressly mentioned in other texts. Therefore, it is 
quite proper to accept pranas also as created like Akasa etc. since 
creation is identically told in the scriptural texts for both Akasa 
etc. and pranas*. 


Ramanujacarya interprets the sitra in a slightly different 
way’. The Parvapaksin relates the word tathd in the sūtra to the 
eternity of Jivas discussed at the end of the previous Pada and 
contends that, like the Jivas, the organs also are not created on 
account of Sruti text to that effect. The same text from Satapatha 
Brahmana (6-1-1) quoted above is referred to in support. He 
further argues that the plural number of the word prdana confirms 
that the sense organs only are meant here. Ramanujacarya holds 
that this s@tra is to be connected with the earlier topics in the last 


1 waa g wormage: yaad gar aeaa gm aa: afgani 
= (Mund. Up. 2-1-3)" fel aa gR RAR ooer RaR: 
TAA | SA SMETA: agaaa Ao maga RA: A R 1 (S. BSB. 
2-4-1). 

2 a R wae aaay Ranga, seed, aea, aAA, aa, 
qm: sft sad ef ARAL (S. BSB. 2-4-1). 

3 iaa ae RR, an mm: afi an slat a eA cen gaan aÀ a 
eeu as 4 n ---- Wed agaaa Rafa i--- ead oe 

Sea Sees Gis ee eas? aaa aaa amefia, (Chand. Up. 
6-2-1)" IAR MRR: AATAL! ---- TERES Gg 
q agaa ‘seer a, AET pa wada AA | 
(Śrībhāsya- SV. 2-4-1). 
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Pada, dealing with the genesis of Akasa etc. Why? Because 
before creation everything was one, as averred by Srufi texts, 
Chand. Up. 6-2-1 etc. Moreover, there are texts which declare the 
creation of the organs, and in support of that he quotes the same 
text, Mund. Up. 2-1-3, cited above. On the other hand, there are 
no texts denying the origination of the organs. In the Satapatha 
Brdhmana text quoted above also, the word ‘prdnas’ refers to 
Brahman only. All these reasons show that the organs are originated 
like the elements Akasa etc. 


Ramanujacarya reads the second and third satras together as 
one sdtra, and holds this Adhikarana as consisting of only three 
sūtras, instead of four. 


In both the above interpretations, the Pūrvapaksa is based on 
very weak grounds. Since the word prānas in Satapathabrahmana 
text refers to Brahman only, that text is of little help in arguing 
the eternality of sense organs. Further, as Sankaradcdrya himself 
points out, mere non-mention of a thing in one text, cannot refute 
the same thing expressly mentioned in other texts. Therefore, as 
there is no real conflict, the Pärvapaksa does not arise’. 


Madhvacarya reads an additional sitra after the second one, 
and treats these three siftras as forming this Adhikarana. He 
considers the following conflict of testimony. One text? clearly 
states that, “‘the prdnas alone were in the beginning; from them 
the elements came forth; out of the elements the cosmic egg 
(brahmanda) and within that egg the worlds were created. 
Therefore, the prānas are without a beginning; prdnas are eternal’. 
He quotes a Smrti text’ in support of this contention that the sense 
organs are unoriginated. It argues that “‘as there is no material 


1 Grane yagerd yerarafi aA gA (TC. Il. p. 146). 

2 FIT AGT STARA Yeti TR | UP aIScSATEMARTA SEH: | ST STEM 
wares: Son fea sa Bra SOAs: Hata | (M. BSB. 2-4-1). 

3 ane ditgamnadisgafakera | soerRa Bf: adardy tea | afer aadA | 


(M. BSB. 2-4-1). 
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cause required for the sense organs they are said to be unoriginated; 
for, all creation is made out of the material cause as observed in 
the case of all that are effected’’. On the other hand, the Mund. 
Up. 2-1-3, already quoted above claims that the sense organs are 
created. The siitra resolves the conflict as follows. 


aa fà 1 aa Aaa: mw am AIT: 
afn serra ARARAT: | 


The term ‘likewise’ (tathad) in the sutra suggests the 
extension of the arguments from the Viyadadhikarana (2-3-1 
to 7). Just as Akasa etc. are originated, likewise the sense- 
organs are originated from the Supreme Being only, because 
there is no clear scriptural statement declaring that sense 
organs are not created. 


Madhvicarya takes the word prdnas as the sense organs as 
well as their presiding deities. The origination established here 
is in the sense of parddhinaviSsesapti, i.e. to say that the sense 
organs (existing in a germinal form) develop (upacaya) through 
association with the elements, appropriate to the capabilities of 
those elements!. 


An immediate objection is expected on the above interpretation 
of the sūtra that when the Kasdyanasruti, quoted above, clearly 
states that the pranas are without a beginning and ‘prānas are 
eternal’, how can it be said that there is no clear scriptural 
statement declaring that sense organs are not created? The next 


sütra answers. 
ge Toa 2 tl (2-4-2) 


wacrge: Teh, aaka ga:? seta ge- 
aaa car agrafera args are 


1 1 aa an Aa aafin A ARR ARAE ara aANT 


“aa! (TDK. 2-4-1). 
2 VKM. 2-4-2. 
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The scriptural text, which speaks of the sense organs as 
unoriginated and eternal, is to be taken in a secondary sense 
i.e. it means the sense organs are unoriginated in their germinal 
forms, why? because their eternality in the primary sense of 
the text is impossible, and also because in case the sense 
organs are held to be eternal in the primary sense of the text, 
it would be impossible to justify numerous texts, which declare 
the genesis of sense organs. 


Śaħñkarācārya also takes this sātra as supporting the conclusion 
established in the preceding sutra that prānas also are created like 
Akasa etc. He refers to’ the contention of the Pirvapaksin 
(mentioned in the interpretation of the preceding stra) i.e. since 
one text states the existence of pranas before creation, the other 
text declaring the genesis of sense organs has to be taken in a 
secondary sense. The present sétra refutes this contention. It 
asserts that it is impossible to hold the text, which declares the 
genesis of sense organs, in a secondary sense, because in that case 
there will be the undesirable contingency of the failure of the 
general assertion that ‘By the knowledge of one, everything else 
is known’. 


There is another sätra (BS. 2-3-3) in the preceding Pada 
which has exactly the same wording ‘Gaunyasambhavat’. The 
commentator treats the word ‘gaun?’ there as a part of the assertion 
and the term ‘asambhavat’ as the probans”. That looks natural. 
But here he takes the whole sūtra as one compound-word and 
treats it as the probans: He understands the compound word as 
‘guanya asambhavah gaunyasambhavah’' and interprets the sūtra 
as telling that the text declaring the genesis of sense organs cannot 
be taken in a secondary sense. If the Sutrakara wanted to tell this, 


| Wega: Se METÀ: ARTA SHOR oraga: DE 
ey a ere 


Twat g oraga aia Galaga gà sg laa | (S. BSB. soy 
2 Wg sau fragcafaaied ofa: scent viel Age, ead wea 
(S. BSB. 2-3-3). 
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then the sūtra was expected to be something like 
‘gaunvatvasambhavat’. Therefore, the interpretation does not 
appear natural. 


Ramanujacarya combines this sūtra and the next, and interprets 
it as follows. 


N . ` 
Naaa | 


The Sruti passage ('prāūnā vāva rsayah’ from 
Satapathabrahmana) containing the plural number is to be taken 
in a metaphorical sense, because it is impossible to understand 
it in the plural sense on account of that very Paramdtman being 
mentioned in the Sruti itself, as staying alone prior to creation’, 


After the second sutra, Madhvacarya reads an additional 
satra and treats it as another probans for refuting the eternality 
of sense organs. 


go Oia 3 n (2-4-3) 


HOTA SARIN Ses (Tait. Up. 2-6)’ aa Yg- 
saagaa, ATCT: 


If the genesis of sense organs is accepted, then the scriptural 
declaration that ‘He (Paramdtman) created all this’ stands 
uncontradicted; and on account of this reason also the sense 
organs are originated. 


2 HAARO | 
J AN d I (2-4-4) 


This säātra has been understood differently by different 
commentators. Ramanujacarya reads this sētra along with the 


| agaye agaaa ea: qe: MAANA | (Sribhasya - 
RDK.2-4-2). 
2 TP. 2-4-3. 
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previous one and his interpretation is already seen. Sankaracarya 
interprets it as follows. 


“From Him are born vital breaths, mind and all the organs, 
ether, air, water, fire and earth (Mund. Up. 2-1-3). The word 
‘born’ occurs at the very beginning; if it is interpreted in the 
primary sense with respect to ether etc., it should be so interpreted 
with regard to vital breath, mind and organs mentioned earlier’. 


In the above interpretation, the pronoun sad in the sitra refers 
to Akasa (ether) and others, which do not appear in the preceding 
sutras. Therefore, Madhvacarya takes the pronoun fad as referring 
to prānāh (sense organs) appearing in the first sätra (BS. 2-4-1) 
and understands the compound tatprak, i.e. what precedes the 
sense organs viz. the mind (manas)’. Since the mind, though it 
is also a sense organ, stands on a different pedestal as compared 
to other sense organs, Madhvacarya thinks it fit to discuss it in 
a separate Adhikarana. He quotes a text’, which holds the mind 
as permanent. It says that ““the sense organs are indeed of two 
types, the permanent and the non-permanent; of them the permanent 
is the mind, for the soul cannot be without the mind; the other 
organs are non-permanent’’. On the contrary, the text from 
Mundakopanisad (2-\-3) quoted above avers that the mind is 
originated along with the vital breaths, other organs, ether etc. So 
a doubt arises whether the mind is eternal or originated. The sutra 
reconciles. 


aE Ha: AATA, IRTA | Fad:? qre mÙ Ha: 
adaa a aA A a PHA: MOA: Heh HAA: Teac NANTA! 


| aa aA aaa aR g g Aa RaR AA - EA 
moù Aa: wee a E a: geet Aaea ante ea aeg 
ged aa Aaa; aama Ag af gea am ufaanefa 
(S. BSB. 2-4-3). 

2 aféfa gR: aeng 4a afd Sead | (TDK. 2-4-4). 

3 fan Aa fark aa a1 aa Ret Asna waar: gaias- 
ROI A AA ASAA: AGA STAI (M. BSB. 2-4-4). 
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The mind is originated from the eternal Supreme Being, 
because in the text ‘from Him are born---° (Mund. Up. 2-1- 
3) also, the mind is declared to have been originated prior to 
the other senses. 


The word ca in the sétra indicates the existence of other texts 
telling the same thing; for example, one text! says that ‘‘the mind 
was originated first, then followed the genesis of the other senses; 
the description of mind as uncreated (in Gaupavanasruti) is with 
reference to the smal] development (upacaya) it is liable to” 


The text quoted above also explains why the mind is declared 
as permanent (nitya) when it is originated along with other sense 
organs. The concept of genesis of mind mentioned in scriptures 
refers only to its development in the assemblage of elements 
(bhitopacaya). Therefore, the declaration of mind as permanent 
is to be understood in the sense that the mind which exists in a 
germinal form, develops when it comes in contact with an 
assemblage of elements, within no time before the development 
of other senses?. 


3 TRUTA | 
I S% aqd: 31 (2-4-5) 


Commentators differ on the interpretation of this satra. 
Sankardcarya treats this as a part of the preceding Pranadhikarana 
and as supporting the conclusion that the sense-organs (prdnas) 
are originated. He argues : Though the section which tells that, 
“It created fire’ (Chand. Up. 6-2-3) does not mention the genesis 
of the sense-organs; it tells about the origination of three elements, 
viz. fire, water and food (earth). It is further told in the same 


| ‘Ud aa: aged aA ages: | deqaftesmetsaarone fa agin 
ah TATAI (M. BSB. 2-4-4), 

2 fred ma: aR: qa aA: sae af a: | 
(TDK, 2-4-4). 
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section that from these three elements, fire, water and earth, which 
originated from Brahman, arise respectively speech, the chief 
breath and mind. Other sense organs are similar to that speech. 
Therefore, all the sense organs are proved to be the products of 
Brahman only. 


According to the commentator, the sätra states that *‘the 
speech, (the chief breath and mind) are produced from those 
earlier mentioned elements (which in turn are originated from 
Brahman), therefore these sense-organs are proved to have been 
originated from Brahman’’', Thus, in this interpretation, the 
pronoun tat in the sutra is taken as referring to the elements fire, 
water and earth, which do not appear in the preceding sitras. 
Further, the speech. the chief breath and mind are to be understood 
from the word va@k in the sūtra, by implication (upalaksana). 
Hence, the interpretation appears far-fetched. 


Ramanujacarya also holds that this sa#tra supports the 
conclusion that sense organs are originated, and includes it in the 
preceding Adhikarana. He interprets the sūtra as follows. The 
word vak in the stra stands for the names of all entities other 
than Paramatman, which are within the province of speech”. The 
text, Brha. Up. 1-4-7, states that ‘then (before creation) this indeed 
was unmodified; that became modified in name and form’. So 
before the creation of Akasa etc. there was nothing, which could 
have a name and form, and consequently speech and other organs 
had no function to perform. Therefore, it is to be understood that 
the sense-organs (prandh) did not exist before creation, and for 


| aah asg (Chand. Up. 6-2-3) aaka FE maga TEA 
amama wat yarragcwfanana;, aay senpfasdaiaaqaacar- 
Auaga aana aad yaa sora aaga fae wafa i 
(S. BSB. 2-4-4), 

2 a Wed: AATA: aa: aAA aT 
Raaka kyana aag adegan aaea afinada’ 
(Brha. Up. 1-4-7) a amenna ae aana ae a ae: 1 
(Śrībhāsya- RDK. 2-4-3). 
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this reason also the word prdna in the Satapatha Brahmana text 
(6-1-1) quoted earlier does not refer to the sense organs but 
denotes Paramatman. 


The interpretation appears round about. The pronoun fat in 
the siitra is taken as referring to the creation of Akésa and others, 
which do not appear in the preceding sutras. The interpretation 
of the word vak as referring to the names of things other than 
Brahman, looks far-fetched. Hence, the above interpretation is not 
found convincing. 


Madhvacarya treats this sittra as a separate Adhikarana dealing 
with the question of genesis of the sense organ, vāk i.e. speech. 
He considers a conflict whether vak is originated or eternal. One 
text! declares that ‘speech is indeed eternal; it is not originated; 
for the Vedas abide in this speech only’. Another text? says that 
‘therefore the mind is the earlier form, speech is the later form’ 
(A. A. 3-1-1). The sdrra resolves the conflict. 


qa: aAA aqp, da Shed Aa: Ga BRO GEM: AEM: 
qa: TEA AVRO, AH TCHR | 


Since speech has its genesis from the mind, speech is 
originated’. 


In the Sruti, ‘Manah parvarupam vag uttarapam’, the words 
ptirva and uttara stand for cause and effect respectively. In the 
other sruti text* ‘vagvava nitya’, the speech is considered as 
eternal in a figurative sense; for the words only can express 
Vedas, and when Vedas are considered as eternal, speech has to 
be taken as eternal. 
| qaa Rena AAE fe gae sa agfa Aera AS gR | 
(M.BSB. 2-4-5). 

TAA E TST APEC ia Fa: aanrÀ agaa: | (M.BSB. 2-4-5) 
VKM. 2-4-5. 
sama fen a Aa sfa afieg aenaran aha ara: 


(TDK.2-4-5). 


te mw la 


17A 
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4 ^ 
The Sūtrakāra considers here in this sūtra and the next, 


the conflicting statements in scriptures regarding the number of 
sense-organs. 


ll go aa mAAR H 1 (2-4-6) 


Sankaracirya quotes a number of scriptural texts, each 
declaring a different number of sense-organs, viz. seven, eight, 
nine, ten, eleven, twelve, thirteen. Thus, there is a doubt regarding 
the number of sense-organs. According to the commentator, the 
sūtra decides it as follows’. The sense-organs are seven only. 
Whence? It is ‘understood’ (gateh i.e. avagateh) from scriptures 
like Mund. Up. 2-1-8 that they are that many. This is also defined 
by another text (7aittirtvasamhita 5-1-7-1) which says ‘seven 
indeed are the sense-organs in the head’. 


This sitra is taken as raising the Parvapaksa, which is to be 
refuted by the next siitra. 


aedieaeg fardsat Faq (2-4-6) 


‘*But, the hands etc. (are also mentioned as sense-organs in 
scriptural texts). This being so, it is not like this (i.e. they are not 
merely seven in number). ‘But’ refutes the view of the previous 
sūtra. The number is said to be eleven consisting of the five 
organs of knowledge, the five organs of action and the inner organ 
(antahkarana). Manas ot mind, buddhi or understanding, ahamkara 
or self-sense and citta or consciousness are all modifications of 
the internal organ. Etat sarvam mana eva. All this is mind only, 
They are not separate organs and do not raise the number beyond 
eleven’”?. 


1 pee Ui aN aa: Tard: amaA “AH MOT: maa Tea Eda 
à aiio: sn: gA l (S.BSB. 2-4-5). 
2 SRK. p. 424, 425. 
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It has been pointed out time and again earlier that in these 
Brahmasitras, wherever a Purvapaksa is expressly mentioned, 
it is found stated as a part of a stra and with a rider like cer or 
iticet. There are no Purvapaksa siitras as such, and all siitras are 
to be treated as Siddhanta sittras. Moreover, in the interpretation 
of the first sūtra, the word gateh is taken in the sense of avagateh 
i.e. understood from scriptures like Mundakopanisat. The other 
text quoted next is also a passage from a scripture and therefore 
can be included in the expression ‘understood from scriptures’ i.e. 
avagateh. So, this interpretation renders the words ‘visesitarvat 
ca’ inthe sātra superfluous’. In the second sitra also, the meaning 
as shown above can be had from a siitra something like? ‘hastadvah 
api atah na evar’, and therefore the word sthite in the sūtra 
becomes redundant. It is true that the sense-organs can be counted 
as twelve or eleven depending on whether mind (manas) and 
intellect (buddhi) are counted separately or together as one internal 
organ (antahkarana). But, as the two siifras above stand interpreted, 
the Piirvapaksin contends in the first sitra that the sense-organs 
are seven only; the second siitra refutes the contention, arguing 
that there are five more, viz. hands etc., to be counted. Then the 
total should come to twelve and not eleven. Thus, the above 
interpretation of the two siitras is not found convincing. 


RamAanujacarya also interprets the sétras on similar lines and 
treats the first sūtra as Pūrvapaksa. He takes the word ‘gati’ in 
the sutra in the sense of movement of Jiva to and from a body 
at the time of birth and death. The Paérvapaksin holds in the first 
sūtra that the sense-organs are seven, because the Jiva is said to 
be moving in the worlds at the time of birth and death (during 
transmigration) with only seven sense-organs*. Again, they are 


! Serenata ara naria AA STO: kee ga HHA ao: TOT ETM 
ait saat weaeda Ralffacara gaa Sata (TC. Il. p. 150) 


te 


mA ast -eemediscad Sam: ecard pia, adsa: af weal aad, 
(TC. UL. p. 150) 

3 È orem? ae fe Hae? Aaaa | Ta: aad STATA feats = AA 
He Aey GATE ASA yd (Sribhasya-SV. 2-4-4). 
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distinctly enumerated in a text. The second sitra refutes the same. 
It says; the sense organs are not merely seven in number; but they 
are eleven’. When the Jiva abides in the body, the hands etc. are 
equally its instruments of experience and also there is a difference 
in their functions. Therefore, it is not that hands etc. are not sense- 
organs. In an attempt to see that the word sthite in the second sutra 
is not rendered superfluous, the commentator imports two more 
words, farire and jive in the interpretation’. However, these 
interpretations are in no way materially different from those of 
Sankaracarya and hence are found equally unconvincing. 


Madhvacarya considers the conflict between two Sruti texts 
as follows.* One text says, ‘from Him (the Supreme Being) seven 
sense-organs originate’ (Mund. Up. 2-1-8). Another text from 
Kaundinya Sruti declares, ‘twelve indeed are these sense-organs, 
twelve are the months, twelve are the suns, twelve are the signs 
of the zodiac, twelve are the soma-vessels’’. Thus there is a 
doubt whether the sense-organs are seven or twelve. The sutra 
reconciles : 


TÀ: AACA Sa IAT: HHT: TOT: A ahel:? RAA “TH = 
Safed TATA” fet Yet NA TER led: Ga Aa’ set 
qarida AANA a g aaa | 


The sense-organs concerned with knowledge i.e. cognitive 
organs (jfidnendriyas) are seven; whence? because in the 
passage, ‘from Him seven sense-organs originate’, these organs 
are further described as having been placed in the cave of 
intellect (buddhi) i.e. these organs are distinguished as being 
meant for the acquisition of knowledge. The word ‘ca’ in the 
sūtra implies the existence of similar statements elsewhere. 


1 a Aaa, aft g wares, seadiaam ake feed oid aca Aptana, 
Haat Ga GA a i ey, 2-4-5), 

2 BNK. II. p. 321 

3 aa TOT: afa SEAT! (Mund. Up. 2-1-8) sf fete ‘geal AT A NN gA 
MA ESRA NÀ EN TET a e A N 
(M.BSB. 2-4-6). 
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A question arises that when another text claims with equal 
force that there are twelve sense-organs, why are the remaining 
five also not taken into account along with the seven in that sruti 
‘sapta pranah’ and so on? The next sutra answers. 


go aag Radsal Aa (2-4-7) 
ete? af emaema tH Sead | a ROTTS: | 


The word ‘sthita’ in the sätra refers to that which leads 
to staying on in the world of transmigration i.e. mundane 
activity, karma. The particle ‘tu’ suggests the functional 
difference. But, the organs hands, feet, the anus, the 
reproductive organ and the speech are the organs of action 
(karmendriyas), and therefore on account of their difference 
in character, they have not been mentioned along with the 
seven organs of knowledge. 


In support of his interpretation, Madhvacarya quotes a 
Smrti text. It says, ‘the learned ones understand that action 
is called ‘sthita’ (the stagnating) because it makes one stay 
on in the worldly existence. Therefore, knowledge being the 
cause of uplifting the selves, is called ‘gari’, a means of self- 
elevation’! 


The merit in Madhvācārya’s interpretation lies in his 
explanation of the key-words gati and sthita in the two sdatras. 
From this interpretation one can easily notice that in these two 
sutras, the Sutrakadra appears to be interested, not so much in 
counting the sense organs, but in classifying them based on their 
functions and purpose. 


| vdarftafeacaitead sa feel aga aemeafatacanend nfaftet=ad 1" 
aft gÈ | (M. BSB. 2-4-7). 
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5 AARU | 
l% aA H i (2-4-8) 


The säārra asserts that the sense-organs are atomic in size. All 
commentators agree on the purport of this satra, but they explain 
the same differently. 


Sankardcirya interprets as follows. The sense organs under 
consideration are to be understood as atomic in size. By atomic, 
they should be taken as minute and limited in size (medium-sized 
or madhyamuparimdna) and not literally atomic in size; otherwise 
their activity throughout the body cannot be justified. These organs 
are subtle; if they were big or gross, then at the time of death, 
they would have been seen by others while departing from the 
body, like a snake coming out of a burrow. These are limited in 
size; if they were all pervading then the texts, which speak of 
going out of the body etc. would be contradictory.’ 


The Sitrakdra avers that the sense organs are atomic in size. 
But the commentator appears reluctant to accept the same and 
holds that they are medium-sized. His fear that if the organs are 
taken as atomic, their activity throughout the body cannot be 
justified, appears unfounded. The Sätrakāra explains in detail in 
utkarntyadhikarna (BS. 2-3-20 to 26), how a Jiva, though atomic 
in size, is active throughout the body. In BS. 2-3-26, he clarifies, 
“just as a flame, though limited to a particular spot in a lamp, 
pervades the covering area by: the property of light, similarly a 
Jiva of atomic size, though confined to a place in the heart, 
pervades the body by means of the intrinsic property of 
consciousness’’. The same example holds good here also. In fact, 
the range of perception of the organs of sight, hearing and smell 
| wees apa: wT: fee: | sat Sel Aea a A, 

Age Ge WOT: | Spacey: mS ahead: 


PSCC ARIE CAB RE 
Rrra TI WAR, Resm SOT: | aind: 
semara AAEN: EAL! (S. BSB. 2-4-7). 
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extend much beyond the body. So, for their functioning, the sense 
organs need not be physically present throughout their range of 
perception. 


Ramnujacarya also interprets the sutra on similar lines. His 
Purvapaksin holds that the sense organs are infinite and so all- 
pervading. ‘*This stra refutes it and says that they are al] minute 
in size. They pass out of the body and therefore they must be 
finite. ‘When the vital force goes out of the body, all organs 
accompany it’ (Brha. Up. 4-4-2). As they are not perceived when 
they pass out of the body, they must be minute in size" 


Madhvacarya presents a scriptural conflict as follows.* One 
text tells that, ‘‘just as the eye pervades the sky (so is the form 
of the Supreme Being)’’. From this text sense organs are understood 
to be pervasive. The fact that distant things can be seen and heard, 
also supports this view. On the other hand, the Kaundinyasruti 
says “*(Jiva) knows things by organs of atomic size and works 
by organs of atomic size: the sense organs are indeed atomic in 
size; from such sense organs these knowledge and activities) are 
accomplished. 


The stra resolves the conflict by suggesting that both are 
correct. 


WOT: SOs: ASAT SAAT: F | 


The sense organs are in essence of atomic (minute) size 
and by their power to perceive they are pervasive (beyond 
their position). 


That is how the sense organs of sight, hearing and smell, 
having their centres in the body, can see stars, millions of miles 
away, can hear thundering and smell the raining from miles away. 


1 Sribhishya- SV. 2-4-6. 

2 Rea wep (RV. 1-22-20) Ià carte: stad sean aaa | 
‘aah: qaqa: FA se at awa: magae aft a ARARA: | 
(M. BSB. 2-4-8). 
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~~ A 
6 ABTARMTA | 
This Addhikarana considers the conflict of texts regarding the 
genesis of Mukhyaprdna or the Chief vital breath. A question 
arises, when the genesis of Mukhyaprana is already decided 
earlier in Matarisvdadhikarana (BS. 2-3-8), why again the same 
topic is taken up for discussion. Earlier, the genesis of 
Mukhyaprdna as the presiding deity of an elementVayu was 
considered. Here he is being referred to again along with the sense 
organs in his role as the chief vital breath or vital force behind 


the sense organs and the cause of birth and death of a living 
being'. 


ll go ÙA so 11 (2-4-9) 


All the commentators agree on the purport of this sūtra, but 
explain it in their own way. 


Sankaracdrya refers to the conflict between two texts as 
follows. In one text, ‘from that (Atman) spring the vital force, the 
mind and all the organs”, the genesis of Mukhyaprdna is 
proclaimed. In Nasadryasikta’ it is mentioned that ‘at that time 
(in pralaya) there was neither death nor immortality, neither night 
nor day, that Brahman alone was breathing on windless by its own 
power, there was nothing other than That’. From this text some 
may think that before creation also somebody was breathing; so 
Prana existed; and therefore Prdna could be eternal. The sūtra 
removes this doubt by telling that chief vital breath, Mukhyaprana 
also is originated from Brahman. In this second text, the words 
‘breathing on’ are further qualified by the word ‘windless’ (avatar) 
and therefore they do not indicate the existence of vital breath 
before creation. 


| (a meen qa TeagEceh aft adqrqafega mA sea: 
saad eet CAML (TDK. 2-4-9). 

2 Gea so wa: aden zi (Mund. Up. 2-1-3) (S. BSB. 2-4-8). 

30a aai a ale Tear ae aretha: amiga SMa dds ACAI: 
fRAATA 1I (Näsadīyaāskta S. BSB. 2-4-8). 


[BS.2-4-9] BRAHMAN IN BRAMHASUTRAS 521 


Rāmānujācārya also interprets the sātra on the same 
lines, quoting the same texts from Nāsadīyasūkta and 
Mundakopanisad. 


Madhvācārya presents the scriptural conflict by quoting 
different texts as follows. One text says,’ ‘this Prana (vital breath) 
does not rise, nor does he set, but stands absolute and unchanged 
between birth and death; hence they call him the middle (i.e. 
always living)’. Another text? avers that ‘from the Supreme Being 
springs this Prana’. Thus there is doubt whether Mukhyaprana 
iS Originated or eternal. 


The sutra clarifies. 
a Sao AY OTT: JaA fg se: HT: Gea: a Tega 1 


Not only the sense organs are originated but the chief vital 
breath or the vital force (behind the sense organs) also is 
originated. 


If Mukhyaprdna is thus accepted as having genesis. then 
how to explain the text, which claims that he neither rises nor sets 
but stands unchanged. It is made clear in Mdtarisvadhikarana 
(BS. 2-3-8) that Mukhyaprdna in essence (prakrtitah saksmah) 
is eternal like other Jivas, and his getting a gross (sthūla) 
form like vital breath, is taken as creation in the sense of 
abhitvadbhavanam and his getting the exalted position as 
Chief vital breath is also considered as creation in the sense 
of paradhinavisesapti. Therefore, the text, which claims that 
‘Mukhyaprana does not rise’ etc. is to be understood with 
reference to his subtle and gross forms*. Madhvacarya quotes 
1 Sa oo safe area Gas oa AeA ere Aaga af EAA ARA: 


x 


ad, (M. BSB. 2-4-9). 
2 ‘MeN TI MO Aaa!’ (Prasna Up. 3-3) Hf T1 (M. BSB. 2-4-9). 
3 VKM. 2-4-9. 
4 


Fa am sete xa afar eyeqenaeaaaea ea Aa: 1 (TDK. 2-4-9). 
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another text!, which corroborates this view. It says, ‘‘in his subtle 
essential form he indeed remains eternal, he springs in gross form, 
so he is both subtle and gross; in essence he is subtle, in other 
forms he is gross; therefore they say “he has a beginning and he 
has no beginning’ etc.” 


Since the text claiming eternality of Mukhyaprdna is on 
stronger ground, a doubt arises whether the Sruti telling genesis 
of chief vital breath could be alternatively taken as referring to 
the origination of elemental air or motion in general which is 
caused by the vital force. The next sétra disagrees. 


so ag RNA, sll (2-4-10) 


aoea: SUT: Tage À a ad: Fae? A 
mmga g od ei a aR: gaei 
aAsanad A a: HA? A aa: GTA 


The word Prana, in the text telling the genesis of Prana, 
cannot be taken in the sense of elemental air or vibrant action; 
because in the text from prasnopanisad (6-4), after telling that 
‘He (Paramdtman) created Prana’’, the genesis of those two 
has been separately mentioned further as ‘‘from that Prana 
were created---- air----activity----’’ etc. 


Sankaracarya interprets the sdtra differently?. ‘‘His 
Pirvapaksin holds that prāna is just air, as learnt from scriptures. 
The commentator also refers to the Sa@nkhya view that Prana is 
the combined function of all the sense organs. The sutra points 


\ AN 


1 AA @ a ciisafaed tyecddidfa qeaari ese pRa: qs: 
sang: afexatattdr PE i BSB. 2-4-9), 

2 aa od aad- qa: ag: m fel: SaaS aT ATA, re: mor afer 
TEAL A TFA ~ A aT: HT: aT BROT: Gal:? TaeATsRd 
DOT Aa: adani a) @ ATA: (Munda. Up. 2-1-3)" sft sats attra 
TORY PIES agada: LA S CT LOTTA HT GP: TAAL | 
TERE F SERRA |----TAT gaai T: 1 TR, SENTA: 
qaeqel fagterenarfavar: wo arm wad) a aN A TTA 
(S. BSB.2-4-9). 
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out that Prana is neither air nor the combined function of sense 
organs, For, in Mund. Up. 2-3-1, the genesis of Prana is mentioned 
separately from that of air and sense organs. Moreover, it is not 
possible to have a common function of all the sense organs, since 
each organ has its own special function, and the aggregate of 
sense organs cannot do any function. This air only having related 
itself to the individual soul and dividing itself five-fold and abiding 
in a specialized condition in the body, is termed as Prana. Prana 
is neither a different principle than air nor is it only air’’. 


Since this Pada is meant for resolving the apparent conflicts 
in Srutis, a reference to Sankhya tenet is not expected here’. The 
discussion here is about the genesis and nature of Mukhyaprana?’, 
a sentient presiding deity behind the sense organs. But the 
conclusion arrived at in the above interpretation is that Prana is 
tair in its @dhyatmika set-up, with its five-fold function’’*, which 
is an insentient principle. Thus, the sentient Mukhyaprdana (Srestha) 
is reduced to the level of an insentient (jada) principle. Vyasatirtha 
avers that in Srutis, the word Mukhyaprana is nowhere seen used 
with reference to an insentient thing*. Hence, the interpretation 
is found unconvincing. 


Raméanujacarya interprets this sétra almost on these lines 
only, with one change. Instead of taking the word kriyā in the 
sutra as the combined function of all the sense organs, he takes 
it as the function of air, moving in and out as breath®. Therefore, 
the interpretation is equally unconvincing. 


Both the commentators include the above sūtra in the next 
Adhikarana. 


UEA FE HARA! (TC. p. 154). 
a GA: Wea: om: eae ef gard! feneqd | (S. BSB. 2-4-9). 
BNK. II. P. 336. 
Aada fofagem----- agama sami a R R gag aÀ 
JEI TE: (TC. I. p. 154). 


5 Srbhāşya- SV. 2-4-8. 
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7 AQUA | 
I% Wea eRe: ge it (2-4-11) 


Sankaracarya treats the preceding sūtra, this one and the next 
two as forming one Adhikarana. He interprets this sātra as follows. 
‘Just as the sense organs, eye and others, are instruments of 
activity and enjoyment of a Jiva, similarly Mukhyaprana also is 
an instrument of Jrva, since he carries out all the works of Jiva. 
Mukhyaprana is not independent, because Prana has been spoken 
of along with eye and other sense organs in the conversation of 
Pranas in the Sruti (Chand. Up. 5-1-5). It is proper to talk of 
things together only when they have common characteristics. The 
word adi in the satra indicates other reasons like Prdna’s being 
made up of parts and its being insentient which repudiate the 
independence of Prana’’' 


This section is for resolving apparent conflicts in Srutis. But 
no such conflict is referred to in the above interpretation. Moreover, 
Mukhyaprana, the presiding deity of the element air and the vital 
force behind al] sentient beings, who is being discussed here, is 
taken as an insentient principle. When there are Srutis (being 
quoted in the following Madhvacarya’s interpretation), which 
aver that Prana creates, supports and absorbs this whole world 
and he is immediately next (in power) to the Supreme Being only, 
how can he be accepted as an insentient principle subservient to 
Jiva? Further since the word Mukhyaprdna is nowhere seen in 
Sruti with reference to an insentient thing, as vouched by 
Vyasatirtha, the above interpretation appears unconvincing. 


Ramanujacarya interprets the stra exactly in the same way 
as shown above. 


1 a aged ae aded Aagi of scan. a cacenitr, an ges 
HI: Hae AHCI STROM |A:, A ATA: | cl? eee as aR. 
aea sm: fread mR ana a ae aed gall A 
Aedes, SOT aT eda, aaala | (S. BSB. 2-4-10). 
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Madhvācārya presents Śrutis seemingly conflicting on the 
point whether Prana is independent or dependent. One text! says, 
‘‘from Prana sprang this (world); Prana supports it; and into 
Prana it merges; Prana is not dependent on anything’’. Another 
text? asserts that ‘tall this (world) is under the control of Prana 
and Prana remains under the control of the Supreme Being. The 
Supreme Being does not depend on anyone. He is the Supreme’. 
The sutra resolves the conflict. 


Ae: FETT agaa ger aguig samt aaa Samet: | Fas? 
sae acai 71 aR ee Bis aes ed esa 
maa TOTS fay’? eft MI: Ge aAA We: ACAI | 
aaa “aanatsh aa WT: Gata: fea gena, 
STATA TGS TTR | 


Just as the sense organs eye etc. are dependent on the 
Supreme Being, likewise Mukhyaprana also is dependent on 
Paramatman, because in the (Gaupavanasruti) text ‘‘All this 
indeed is dependent on the Supreme Being, --the 
(Mukhya)prana, the sense organs and all beings’’, he too is 
spoken of along with the sense organs as dependent on the 
Supreme Being, and there are other evidences also; the other 
evidences include the text, ‘‘The (Mukhya) Prana though the 
author of all, depends on the support of the Supreme Being’’ 
etc. and the argument that there can not be two absolute 
Lords for the world. 


1 emman wa ae cama a oom: freer gaa | 
(M. BSB. 2-4-11). 
aA ad St: Gast fea: | a oe: ware ada TA aa? gfe SRT: | 
(M. BSB. 2-4-11). 
3 ed Aasa ma oa A a ae Aaga a fa 
Aa A: we aA METAI (M. BSB. 2-4-11), 
4 adeaisf amm: qara: Raa: FATAN A À AAEN | 
FARRAR AA WALI aÀ maage Fey Aa: | 
aA WO aA A RATAA fead waaay: | 
(M. BSB. - SSR.2 4-11). 
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The full text of Gaupavanasruti quoted by Madhvacarya (see 
fn.3 on p.525) runs as follows. ‘‘All this indeed is wholly dependent 
upon the Supreme Being, - the Chief Prana, the sense organs and 
all beings; He is the one who absolutely leads them (to life and 
death), lifts them up and keeps them under His power’’. 


Madhvacarya quotes a Smrti text (see fn. 4 on p. 525) which 
explains the purport of the stra and clearly reconciles the seeming 
conflict among Srutis as follows. ‘‘The (Mukhya) prana, though 
the author of all, rests on the support of the Supreme Lord; or 
how could he be different (independent)?; for, there cannot be two 
absolute Lords for the world. But the term ‘Lord’ may be used 
in his case as being immediately next (in power) to the Supreme 
Lord. So the wise say that in scriptural texts he is spoken of as 
being the Middle; (for he is between all the beings on one side 
and the Supreme Lord on the other); and in case of the 
Mukhyaprana the statement that ‘he is without another Lord’, 
means he has no other as his ruler than the Supreme Being. For, 
any general statement is to be understood thus in a restricted sense 
with deference to (i.e., is narrowed in sense by), specific 
statements” 


The above sūtra brings out the comparison or similarity 
between Mukhyaprdna and other sense organs in the matter of 
being dependent on Paramātman. Incidentally, the Sruti texts 
declare that though Mukhyaprana is dependent on the Supreme 
Lord, he has intermediate lordship (avantaresvaratva). The next 
sūtra shows the contrast or difference between Mukhyaprana and 
other sense organs. A doubt arises here that when Mukhyaprana 
is dependent on the Supreme Being like other sense organs, how 
can he be said to have intermediate sovereignty? The next sūtra 
answers'. 


1 aR agokan gema ae aea aaaea aaaea 
eae, scart ea n ATR 1 (TP. 2-4-12). 
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ll go amoa a Ae f catafa go 


(2-4-12) 


ae? fÈ eee AN a MRM COT ae OT TRC: a 
a: aul Wass ere ania tna @ 


It is not erroneous to credit Mukhyaprana with 
intermediate sovereignty on account of his not being an 
instrument of Jiva i.e. not working at the will and pleasure 
of Jiva, unlike other sense organs which are instruments of 
Jiva functioning at the will and pleasure of Jiva; because the 
Sruti ‘all these now spoken of are indeed organs, but Prana 
is the one who is not an organ’, points out that the sense 
organs are instruments of Jiva but Prana is not an instrument. 


The fact that in deep sleep, in the absence any effort by Jiva 
his sense organs cannot function but respiration, the activity of 
Mukhyaprana, continues unabated, proves that Mukhyaprdna is 
not an instrument of Jiva like other sense organs. So, one cannot 
find fault with Sruti when it ascribes the status of intermediate 
sovereignty (avdntaresvaratva) to Mukhyaprana. 


Sankaracarya interprets this siitra as follows : The Parvapaksin 
objects that if Prana is an instrument of jiva (as told in the 
preceding sutra) like the eye and other organs, then there must 
be some particular activity assigned to it by which it helps Jiva, 
but no such field is seen. The sitra answers that’ there is no such 
defect or difficulty because Prdna is not an instrument i.e. Prana 
is not an organ like the eye which has its own sense object (sight 


1 mA ga Cai Gate) AA AT CETTE SUT TEA 
aft moega | (M. BSB.- SSR. 2-4-12). 
2 a mR ate: oad: a È waead sma fawauitded 
ERARA) | A q SET CAAT BAPTA: Ca ETA? TMT AE A: TRI 
adem gea Sata ard galaa minag | ------ aga: srorfeerat 
paie a a a 968, 2-4-11). 
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etc.). That does not mean that Prana has no function; because the 
Sruti points out in the conversation between the sense organs etc. 
that Mukhyaprana has a special function which is not possible 
for the other sense organs to do. The Sruti demonstrates that the 
functioning of the body and all the other organs are sustained by 
Mukhyaprana. 


The second half of the sitra ‘tatha hi darSayati’ is normally 
expected to provide an example or evidence to substantiate what 
is already established in the earlier assertion. It is in the nature 
of a collateral evidence. But here it is found supplying fresh 
information to complete the sense of the assertion itself. The 
typical phrases used by the Si#trakdra to indicate the principal 
evidence from Sruti, are sruteh, upadesat, dmananat etc. Therefore, 
the interpretation does not appear natural’. Moreover, Sankaricarya 
interprets the preceding sara as telling that Mukhyaprana is an 
insentient instrument of the Jiva like other organs eye etc. He 
interprets this sutra as saying that Mukhyaprdna is not an 
instrument of Jiva like eye etc., but he sustains the functions of 
the body and its organs. There is silence about how an insentient 
thing does all this. Thus, the sé#ras appear inconsistent. Hence, 
this interpretation is nol convincing. 


Ramanujacarya’s interpretation is interesting. Having said in 
the preceding sétra that Prdna is an instrument of the Jiva, he 
does not want to contradict himself by saying now that Prana is 
not an instrument of the Jiva. Therefore, he treats the compound 
akaranatvat as a bahuvrihi compound and takes the word karana 
in the sense of kriyd or activity. He assumes the word akaranatvat 
in the sutra as a probans of Pérvapaksa. Thus, the interpretation 
reads as follows’. The objection that Prana has no activity helpful 


| cam R agate gue ‘aaa a dy aff piedadea | 
(TC. M. p. a 
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to the Jiva is not correct, for the Sruti shows how Prdna performs 
the activity of supporting the body and the sense organs, which 
is beneficial to the Jiva. Therefore, the Prana has the nature of 
an instrument like eye etc. 


This interpretation appears far-fetched. Firstly, it is a matter 
of common knowledge that Prdna is absolutely necessary for 
maintaining the body and its organs. Therefore, a doubt whether 
Prana does not exercise any activity helpful to Jiva should not 
arise'. Secondly, there is no word in the sitra, like cet or iti cet, 
to justify the treatment of the word akaranatvat as a probans of 
Parvapaksa. Thirdly, taking the word karana as activity and 
treating the compound akaranatvat as bahuvrihi appear far- 
fetched’. Here again, the words ‘tathd hi darSayati’ indicative of 
a collateral evidence, are used as part of the main assertion. 
Hence, this interpretation is also not convincing. 


8 TACIT | 
Il d Waghdaaeaiegad gil (2-4-13) 


By and large, all the commentators interpret this siftra in the 
same way. The sätra literally means that ‘It (Prdna) is taught as 
having a five-fold function like the mind’. 


Sankaracarya interprets the sūtra as follows‘. And for this 
reason also, Mukhyaprana has its own special function. It has five 
functions viz. Prana, apdna, vydna, uddna and sumana. This 
distinction is made on the basis of their works. The five functions 


epa AA ARAA Theda! (TC. I. p. 155). 
BNK. Il. p. 339. 
SRK. p. 427. 
aanita gerea moea SAAS aria, | cae! cafe eaaa AT- ‘SUNS TAY 
am wa: waa: ga: geared arate: - om: mga: segara, 
aqa: aaraa, cara: at: ae aia ddacedéq:, gala: 
seien: aaa: gH adag Asaa - aad veg: om, 
aAa - FM aaa: gaga: Td seardicad: | (S. BSB. 2-4-12). 


kwh — 
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carried out by these are respectively, breathing out, breathing in, 
holding in between the two and generating strength to aid works, 
the ascending when the Jiva passes out of the body, and carrying 
the nutriment through all the parts of the body. Thus, Prana also 
has five-fold function just as mind has. 


Ramanujacarya interprets this way. ‘‘Just as desire etc. 
are not different from the mind, though they are different 
functions of it producing different effects, according to the text, 
‘Desire, determination, doubt, faith, lack of faith, firmness, want 
of firmness. modesty, understanding, fear- all this is mind’ etc. 
(Brha. Up. 1-5-3), even so according to the same text, ‘Prana, 
apadna, vyana, uddna and samdna - all this is Prana’, they are 
but fivefold functions of the one Prana and not different from 
it’! 


Śaħkarācārya and Rāmānujācārya treat this sūtra as part of 
the preceding Adhikarana. But, on account of absence of ca in 
the sutra, Madhvacarya takes this sūtra as a separate Adhikarana. 
He refers to an apparent controversy between two scriptural texts. 
The kaundinyasruti text declares that "All these other Pranas 
viz. Prana, Apdna, Vydna, Udana and Samana are the servants 
of Mukhyaprana. He is their sovereign Lord’’. On the other hand, 
the Gaupavanasrutt says : ‘‘The five Prānas are identical forms 
of the Chief Prana. It is He that dwells day in and day out in 
the five forms within the body’’*. The sūtra resolves the conflict 
by citing the analogy of mind (manas). 


1 cilia EEA E A a ie dsd aake 
oral greged Aa E (Brha. Up. 1-5-3) aa amaa, w 
pN -(Brha. Up. 1-5-3) fa aangas A mA qia: a 
Tar | (Sribhasya- SV. 2-4-11). 

2 ‘ad a Ud ge: SST SA gers: GAM ea! Sa sen ara ante fa 
Adea: | (M. BSB. 2-4-13). 

3 qerda en N: qaaa: a a mal R gear adasha fa 
a daag: | (M. BSB. 2-4-13). 

4 BNK. Il. p. 332. 
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HB: JEN: JAg: MMR AATETTA, 
wonfeqsaraaia | ga:? aAA, aa Aa: AalaadEgI- 

TARTAR Aa THA TY mae q dad À 
aiaa gA aAa ad” afd qa: aadA Td: | 


Mukhyaprāna is of five forms, namely, Prana, Apāna, 
Vyāna, Udāna and Samana, and the five functions and the 
functionary deities of the same names in the body are 
subservient to them respectively; whence? because it is told 
in the (Kaundinyasruti) text ‘pañcavrtyaitat pravartate’ that 
just as Manas (or antahkarana) is of five phases viz. Manas, 
Buddhi, Ahankara, Citta and Cetand (sensation, understanding, 
egoism, memory and comprehension) and the five functions 
and the functionary deities of the same names in the body are 
subservient to them respectively, similarly the Mukhyaprana 
also is referred to in two categories of forms and functions 
(with their presiding deities)'. 


Thus, there is no real conflict between the two texts quoted 
above. One talks about the functions of Mukhyaprana from the 
microcosmic or individual point of view (vyasti) and the other 
about his forms from the macrocosmic or universal point of view 
(samasti). The KaundinyaSruti text quoted by Madhvacarya (see 


1 aa gaada we ata aA: ms ea gala: aera afa 
al FT Waa: N: OATS | WOT ANSI AA sera 
anma SAM Ga ea Aa: qa caveat afegia Sete A 
a GPa: a g: AA A aa À RRE AR Jara 
va Saath 
The Kaundinyasruti says : "Now this body lives (lit. proceeds) by the author of 
fivefold function; Prana is indeed (the author of) five functions (forms); as Prana, 
Apāna, Vyana, Udāna, Samana and from them indeed these five functionaries, five 
servants are produced; from Prana indeed Prana, from Apāna, Apdna; from Vydna, 
Vyāna; from Udāna, Uddana; and from $amāna too Samdna. Just as the mind is 
spoken of in five aspects as Manas, Buddhi, Ahañkāra, citta, and cetand (sensation, 
perception, self consciousness, memory and comprehension or judgment), and from 
these five functions five servants (or organs) spring; from Manas springs Manas; 
from Buddhi, Buddhi; from Ahankéra, Ahankdra; from citta, citta, and from 
cetand, cerand; so (are the five Prdnas). (M. BSB. SSR. 2-4-13). 
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fn. 1 on p.531) aptly explains the import of the sūtra. The text 
is so apt that it appears as though the Sätrakāra had this text 
before him while composing this sétra and he picked up the three 
words in the sé#fra and its purport from this text only. 


9 AURUM | 


This Adhikarana discusses the size of Mukhyuprana. The size 
of a Jiva is already discussed in Utkrdntyadhikarana (BS. 2-3- 
20 to 26) and it is established that Jiva is of atomic size. 
Mukhyaprana also being a Jiva, he can be taken as of atomic size 
in essence. Moreover, in an earlier sūtra ‘anavasca’ (BS. 2-4-8) 
it is established that all Pranas, i.e. sense organs are of atomic 
size. Mukhyaprdana also could have been taken along with them. 
But a special discussion is initiated here on account of 
Mukhyaprdna’s position in the world, that from him sprang this 
world, he supports it, and into him it merges etc.' and also on 
account of his being the presiding deity of Vayu, which pervades 
the world. 


I go SUT 2 (2-4-14) 


All commentators agree on the purport of this sitra, but they 
explain it from different standpoints. According to Sankaracarya, 
“It is minute, limited and subtle like the senses. If the objection 
is raised that in Brha. Up. 1-3-22, it is said to be all pervading, 
the answer is given that the reference there is to Hiranya-garbha, 
the cosmic soul (samastirapa). So far as the individual soul 
(vyastiripa) is concerned, it is limited’’?. 


Ramanujacarya explains it as follows. ‘‘Like the sense organs 
the vital force is also minute, for the scriptural texts declare that 
it passes out of the body with the soul, that it moves, and so on; 
“When it (soul) goes out, the vital force accompanies it’ (Brha. 


l1 Refer Agnivesyasruti. Sruti quoted by Madhväcārya under BS. 2-4-11. p. 525 
2 SRK. p. 428. 
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Up. 4-4-2). An objection may be raised that other texts declare 
that it is infinite. “Equal to these three worlds, equal to this 
universe’ (Brha. Up. 1-3-22). This is only by way of praise, as 
the life of all living beings depends on breath’’!. 


Madhvaciarya presents a seeming scriptural conflict. One text? 
states that ‘It is Prana that is underneath; Prana is overhead; 
Prana is in the middle; Prdna is on all sides; Prana indeed is 
all this’. Thus pervasion seems to be predicted of Prana. But the 
Sautrayanasruti declares that, ‘By the minute one this is created, 
by the minute one this is upheld, into the minute one it becomes 
absorbed; Prana indeed is the minute one and by the Prana 
indeed all this (creation etc.) proceeds’*. The sé#tra clarifies. The 
word ‘ca’ in the sūtra indicates that the Mukhyaprdna is both 
atomic and pervasive simultaneously. 


Hg: TRIM: A: SN: FT Med: HOTS ay: ae: TEI 
cure: | 


Mukhyaprana is both atomic and pervasive; in the form 
of Prana inside individual bodies, he is atomic in size, and 
outside the bodies he is pervasive in the form of Vayu (air). 


Thus, there is no conflict between Sruti texts. One speaks 
from the macrocosmic or universal point of view (samasti) and 
the other talks from the microcosmic or individual point of view 
(vyasti). 


10 FAAARA | 
go ARa g aAA, # Il (2-4-15) 


1 Śrībhāsya- SV. 2-4-12. 

2 m gae Ree ALTE: AMT: Aaa: HT Vad aaa’ fA moea aÀ: 
wdtad | (M. BSB. SSR. 2-4-14). 

3 Aarse aN sages se at ay: so aaRafa’ 
af a Ammy: 1 (M. BSB. SSR. 2-4-14). 
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Sankaracirya interprets the sūtra as follows. A question is 
raised whether the vital breath and other sense organs proceed to 
carry out their respective functions on their own intrinsic strength 
or they are driven to work by their presiding deities'. The 
Pūrvapaksin holds that the sense organs carry out their works on 
their own strength. If we accept that they are impelled to work 
by their presiding deities, then those deities will be liable to enjoy 
or suffer the results of the actions, and not the Jiva. The sūtra 
refutes this contention. It avers that the sense organs, speech etc., 
proceed to do their respective functions, impelled by the deities 
‘jyoti’ etc., which are the presiding deities of Agni etc. Whence? 
Because it is told so in scriptures’. The next sara, 


mad FETAI 


is interpreted as follows*. Though the sense organs have their 
respective presiding deities, it is understood from scriptures that 
the sense organs have the (master and servant) relation only with 
Jiva, the owner of the body-mind complex. Therefore, Jiva only 
is the enjoyer in the body. The presiding deities of sense organs 
are not the enjoyers or sufferers. The next stra provides a reason 
for this. 


aa a Aaa 


It is Jiva only who is always in the body as the experiencer 
of pleasure and pain, because the religious merit and demerit and 
the resulting enjoyment and suffering is possible in the case of 
Jīva only and not for deities. The deities abiding in divine affluence, 


1 d g: gga: rom: F R eal cash aa sale aa, Sacnfaivar: 
mafa afa AmA I (S. BSB. 2-4-14). 
2 RA: maraa: daa: a ao edy ad à 
aerated | Bd a aÈ agaaa, ge (S. BSB. 2-4-14). 
3 iR momen mg a aiai R eet era 
daaa: gA: ANTAA | (S. BSB. 2-4-15). 
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need not get in a deficient worldly body for enjoyment'. Therefore, 
the Jīva is always the enjoyer. 


Rāmānujācārya points out a flaw in the above interpretation. 
Those Prdanas i.e. sense organs are presided over and directed by 
the deities Agni etc. has been already established while explaining 
the stra? ‘abhimdnivyapadeSastu visSesGnugatibhyam’ 
(BS.2-1-5). While interpreting that sūtra Sankaracarya says, 
‘When the scriptures talk of activities fit for sentient beings, in 
the case of insentient things like earth etc. and sense-organs Vak 
etc., the reference is to their presiding deities but not to the 
elements or sense-organs’’*. Therefore, the Parvapaksa that the 
insentient sense-organs carry out their activities on their own 
strength should not arise at all. Hence, the above interpretation 
by Sankaracarya renders the sātras superfluous. 


Ramanujacarya reads the first and the second sutra together as : 
bo : 
siaaa g aqaa Reale | 


and interprets it as follows. He raises the doubt * ‘whether this 
directing of sense organs (to carry out their functions), by Jiva 
and the presiding deities Agni etc. is self-dependent or dependent 
on others’. The sūtra answers’: ‘‘The control of the deities Agni 
etc. and of Jiva over the sense organs depends on the will of the 


1 ea a aes afte aR iaa feat yaaa, Gey 
Se ee ee 

daqa victeegueled | (S. BSB. 2-4-16). 

as SOTA, aeaa 4 a aeaa agaa’ 

(BS. a pakaa (Śrībhāsya- RDK. 2-4-13). 

3 qaim maiaa Adal cael aain ARAY aey aaa 
a ARRAT (S. BSB. 2-1-5). 

4 ad sees eR a mR E craw sd Wa? 
(Sribhidsya- RDK.- 2-4-13) 

5 maa sida de afaudian, ma sae safer, cared, aq 
CROTCH SLAY Ger? MeL) see eA Aero ETT 
QUEANT | (Sribhdsya- RDK. 2-4-13). 


tr 
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Supreme Being. Whence? On account of scriptures propounding 
the dependence of the sense organs, their presiding deities and 
the Jrva in respect of their functionings, on the Supreme Being”. 
The next sūtra, 


Ta a AATA 


provides a reason for the above conclusion. The sūtra avers 
that, “since Paramdiman's control over all the (sentient and 
insentient) things is eternal and since His association with the 
essence (svarāpa) of all the things is permanent, the presidency 
or the controlling power of these (deities and Jivas on the sense- 
organs) is inevitably subject to the Paramdtman’s will only’’!. 


The remark made earlier by Rāmānņujācārya against 
Śaħkarācārya’s interpretation of this Adhikarana, applies to his 
own interpretation also. For, he has already established by the 
sūtra ‘parattu tacchruteh (BS. 2-3-41)’ that ‘‘the agency of soul, 
- (the presiding deities are also souls only), - is dependent on the 
Supreme Being only, because the Sruti declares so’’. Hence, 
Ramanujacarya’s interpretation also renders this Adhikarana 
superfluous. 


Moreover, combining of the two sétras by treating the 
instrumental case-ending of the word prdnavata as 
‘upapadavibhakti’, and taking it as a prefix of jvotiradi, which 
is already a part of a compound, and then dissolving the compound 
as ‘pranavata saha jyotirddinam adhisthanam’ looks circuitous 
and unnatural. A ‘kdrakavibhakti’ has precedence over 
‘upapadavibhakti’?. ‘‘Kdrakavibhati is a grammatical case 
prescribed independently of association with particular words 
while upapadavibhakti is a case prescribed in the event of 
association with particular words, e.g. Ramena banena hato Vali; 


| ai corenfiiiacaea Praca caecgatucda Raacae a RA Tar 
aftrargeay, sacittery (Sribhasya-RDK. 2-4-14). 

2 wean sfa ada: anefeakhdua aana RaRa | 
(TC. I. p. 157-158). 
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Putrena (saha) dgatah pita (both instrumental) where the latter 
is a case of upapadavibhakti. The dictum is X 
j 1”! Further, both the words G@mananai and sabdat in the 
sūtra carry the same meaning. 


Madhväcärya presents an apparent conflict between two texts. 
One text states that, ‘‘the wise ones say that all these sense organs 
are the instruments of Jiva, for these are observed to be under 
the control of Jīva in all the creatures’’?. Another text’ avers that 
‘these sense-organs the eye, the ear, the mind and speech indeed 
are the instruments of Brahman, for He impels them to do all the 
things’. Thus, there is a doubt whether these sense-organs are 
instruments of Jiva or Brahman. The sūtra 2-4-15 resolves. 


aera aise fer RAA: AR NTR ag 
aed Saher, meaag AE, denotes Aaa Gs Ha 
pd:? cera, ae IRTP “IETF fA KT 


Brahman only, who is the indwelling ruler of the elements 
Agni etc. as told in the Sruti texts such as ‘yo’gnau tisthan’ 
(Brha. Up. 3-7-5)‘, is the ruler of the sense organs the eye etc. 
which are the amsas of Agni etc., i.e. the sense organs are the 
instruments of Brahman; whence? because it is asserted in 
Sruti texts like ‘yascaksusi tisthan’ (Brha. Up. 3-7-18)°. 


1 BNK. IL. p. 348. 

AE FONE: FMT AA: | AAT «Va aad ad 1 

er aT ake cea N BSB. 2-4-15). 

3 He a Ua aU ay: MA HAT alia aedd: Hae ea a ara | 
(M. BSB. 2-4-15). 


tw 


4 VKM. 2-4-15. 
5 QA Ra wR: aR a2, wena: a, Asia maA, S a 
amemaaraga: | (Brha. Up. 3-7-5), He who inhabits fire, is within it, whom fire 


does not know. whose body is fire, and who controls fire from within, this immortal 
Annan is the indweller in you. 

6 aay Reagan, d wad aa, ae ag: ae, gage ana, I a 
STATA: | (Brha. Up. 3-7-18). He who inhabits the eye, is within it, whom 
the eye does not know, whose body is the eye and who controls the cye from within, 
this immortal Atman is the indweller in you. 
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If the sense-organs are instruments of Brahman, then how 
Sautrdyanasruti states that ‘‘all these sense organs are the 
instruments of Jiva?’” The next sūtra answers. 


i % SMTA Alea. $0 I (2-4-16) 


AG HR ATA gira Hla HAT STR: EAA: gai AAC; 
ai? Weal TI Daa a aalafe’ eA: |! 


That Brahman, with His instruments i.e. the sense-organs, 
enables Jiva as the agent, to see with the eyes etc; whence? 
because Bhdllaveyasruti* states that ‘this Brahman indeed 
enables the Jiva to see with the eyes’. 


Though the sense-organs are the instruments of Brahman, 
they are instrumental in the activities of Jiva, an agent subservient 
to Brahman. Hence, the Sautrdvanasruti describes the sense- 
organs as the instruments of Jiva. Thus, there is no contradiction 
between Srutis. 


The next sūtra offers another reason why Sauwtrdvanasruti 
states the sense organs as the instruments of Jiva. 


I ge dea a Aaa, A (2-4-17) 
aca aea woe acdaeaea a aad, MRU 
Rra, Haare ya: saa: | 


Since the Jiva, the sense organs and their relationship are 
eternal, the Sruti metaphorically describes the sense organs 
as instruments of Jiva on account of their long time association. 


ll go a gest daeaneaa Nerd Fo N 


(2-4-18) 


| VKM. 2-4-16, 
2 M. BSB. 2-4-16. 
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All the commentators have understood the words in the satra 
in the same way as follows. 


Seid Aaa a aT: sexo pa: TT. 


‘*Except the chief Prana (vital breath), they the other Pranas 
are organs, because the scripture speaks so`’. 


But further discussion on the topic, the doubt raised, the 
scriptural statement (visayavdkva) discussed and the conclusion 
arrived at, vary from one commentator to the other. 


Sankaracarya raises the doubt! whether the other sense organs 
are different modes of the Chief vital breath or they are distinct 
principles. The sitra decides that” the speech and others i.e. the 
other sense organs are separate principles different from the Chief 
breath because they are separately mentioned in places like 
Mundakopanisad (2-1-3), which says that ‘from Him are born the 
Prana, the mind and all the other sense-organs’. The next sätra 


~ 
Jay: | 
confirms that the sense-organs are separate principles and not 
modes of the vital breath because ‘‘the vital breath is referred to 


distinctly from the sense organs speech etc. in all the places in 
scriptures’’>. Further, the next sūtra 


KA 
doya | 
points out that the sense-organs are separate entities different 


from the Chief breath, also because ‘‘there is difference in the 
characteristics of the vital breath and the other sense organs. The 


fe gada coreg gR zat oo: anettad acacia | (S. BSB. 2-4-17). 


2 maA wg AA ga Har? = = ATTA NÀ A: 
adea a (Munda. Up. 2-1-3) sf ae Ag WE mÀ aA 


qag q sfat (S. BSB. 2-4-17). 
3 Fea amma: wot: Ada AÀ I (S. BSB. 2-4-18). 
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sense organs speech etc. do not function during deep sleep while 
the vital breath alone keeps awake functioning’’!. 


Vyasatirtha points out that this line of interpretation is criticized 
even by Vacaspati Miéra, an ardent follower of Sankaracirya, 
who wrote an exhaustive commentary called Bhadmati on 
Sankarabhasya of Brahmasitras, because of the following 
shortcomings in it. (i) The word ‘tattvdntarani’ is imported in the 
statement of the proposition. (ii) The satra ‘Bhedasruteh’ tells the 
same thing told by the word tadvyapadeSsat in the earlier sūtra. 
(iii) The pronoun fad in the compound tadvyapadesat refers to 
the imported word tattvantarani ?. 


Rāmānujācārya also interprets the first sūtra as follows’. The 
Pranas other than the Chief Prana are alone the sense-organs; 
whence? because the Pranas other than the Chief Prana alone 
are referred to as sense organs in scriptures. He quotes 
Bhagavadgita * in support. He reads the second and the third 
sutras together and interprets it as shown here below. He quotes 
the mantra from Mundakopanisad (2-1-3) and contends that here 
the Chief Prana is stated as different from the sense-organs’. 
Further, the Chief Prana differs in characteristics from the sense- 
organs the eye etc; for in deep sleep the Chief Prana functions; 
but the sense organs the eye etc., do not function. Here also, the 
first part of the second sūtra, Bhedasruteh, repeats what is told 
in the earlier sutra. Moreover, from the Bhagavadgita (13-5), the 


| isg a yaa qeaeg adtat 3 - gag aR gee Gal aT 
(S. BSB. 2-4-19). 
2 aa qarana sfaanmen: aama NaRa AIETAN I 
piss lis SSL E 1H. p. a 
3 Secafefte wa won secant) gar? AA wey aaa, 
(Sribhasya- 2-4-15). 
4 gad eat a ge ANN: | (BG. 13-5). 
5 ‘TETEA TTT HA: aaa q gag faha: MOEI UTA, ---- | 


Jaai aA: TN TENT g R sea gea agi g 
afaaigenad | (Śrībhāsya- 2-4-16). 
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commentator holds the sense-organs as eleven (indriyani 
daSaikam), which has been shown earlier to be in disagreement 
with BS. 2-4-6 and BS. 2-4-7.! 


According to Madhvacarya, this Adhikarana resolves the 
apparent conflict between Sruti texts on the question? whether 
Mukhyaprana can also be taken as an organ or not. For, 
PautrayanaSsruti makes a general statement that ‘*Prdnas indeed 
are the sense-organs, for Pramas go to this i.e. their respective 
objects’’*. But the Kasayanasruti* says, ‘‘twelve only are the 
sense-organs,- the mind and the intellect making the cleventh and 
the twelfth’. Madhvacarya tells that the same Pautra@yanasruti 
which holds that, in general, Prānas are the sense organs, further 
tells that, ‘‘Only twelve are said to be the sense-organs. But, the 
Chief Prana is not a sense organ. For, the Chief Prana is the 
absolute master and guide of the sense-organs that run towards 
their respective objects’’*. Therefore, the sztra makes it clear as 
follows. 


Td AIA FETT aed a won: gead, a ÀS:, wr 
TAA TEI Teste RA AARE: À 
geraak ea aa 


Except the Chief Prana (vital breath), they the other Prānas 
are sense-organs, but not the Chief Prana; because in the 
(Pautrayana) Sruti ‘dvadasaivendriyanyahuh prano 
mukhyastvanindriyam’ the Prānas other than the Chief Prana 
are spoken of as the sense-organs. 


1 aa gaea Unread ola PRAI (TC. I. p: 158). 
aa Agea eftaaiaegacaycaatta Sad! (TDK. 2-4-18). 
3 sama som at exer som ad aR sft agian aang: aAA 
a Akane ate | (M. BSB. 2-4-18). 
g area afa aaf: | (M. BSB. 2-4-18). 
5 gedrang: smo geraam gaat Aam a freee arm 
cae’ A amang: (M. BSB. 2-4-18). 


N 


p= 
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If one objects that, since the Chief Prana and the eye etc. are 
all subservient to the Supreme Being, there is no difference between 
them and therefore, if the Chief Prana is not an organ, then the 
eye etc. also may not be the organs, the next sdtra replies. 


go Heya: Ži (2-4-19) 
asi geama seeq a Vey: A wa gfe | 


Those twelve Pranas only are the sense-organs because 
there is a clear distinction between the Chief Prana and those 
twelve Pranas heard in the scriptures. 


Madhvacarya quotes! a mantra, which corroborates the 
distinction between the Chief Prana and the other sense-organs. 
It says: ‘‘Without moving from where he is, Mukhyaprdna does 
all this - he causes all this to be done. ---- So they call him the 
powerful Lord. The organs of sense are not steady. They do 
nothing, they cause nothing to be done. They are really weak and 
so they say they are instruments’”?. 


Having established the characteristic difference between 
Mukhyaprana and the other sense-organs on the evidence of Sruti, 
the next sūtra shows the same on the evidence of perception 
(pratyaksa). 


. A . 
go ASEA 3 II (2-4-20) 


TOT ESTATE ATL SHLAA AeA TACT A 
a wa seen 3 


They, (the Pranas other than Mukhyaprana,) are alone the 
sense organs also because of the characteristic difference 


i ETU ‘ 3 
q gifa a mafa----qfA a a A aA amag: ah we ata 
Jarm: | (M. BSB. 2-4-19). 
2 BNK. IL. p. 354. 
3 VKM. 2-4-20. 
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between the Pranas and the Mukhyaprana, the former being 
subject to the effort of Jiva and the latter independent of it. 


It is a matter of common experience that even during deep 
sleep when the sense organs do not function on account of lack 
of will and effort on the part of Jiva, the Mukhyaprana continues 
to function in all his five forms, independently. 


12 Sareahrers | 
1 2 daag Racha smd, x N 


(2-4-21) 


Śaħñkarācārya and Rāmānujācārya treat this sara and the next 
two, as one Adhikarana, while Madhvācārya treats the next two 
siitras as a separate Adhikarana. All the commentators agree on 
the purport of this sétra that the Supreme Being is the author of 
all names and forms in the world. But they differ in their 
explanations of the sutra. 


Sankaracarya interprets the satra as follows. Having told the 
creation of the three elements fire (teja), water (ap) and earth 
(annam i.e. food in the form of earth) in Chandogyopanisad 
(6-2), it is further said that! ‘‘That deity willed -‘well, let me, 
entering into these three deities through this living self (Jivatman), 
differentiate name and form. Of these, let me make each one 
tripartite’---’’. Now, a doubt arises here, whether the creator of 
these names and forms is Jivdtman or Paramdatman. The 
Puirvapaksin contends that this evolution of names and forms is 
by Jivatman only, because the Sruti makes a special reference to 
Jivatman by saying ‘entering by means of this living self (anena 
jtvena ātmanā anupravi§fya) . 


1 aafaa (Chand. Up. 6-2) iaai gèn aaa IRA - “aq daar ted 
Grd Sea Ta: feral dam sea ia sre ga aA aA | ari 
Prga frac, Garni ma? (Chand. Up. 6-3-2 and 3) a Aaa: - - fÈ NARGEN, 
qd amea, ARA, Wada sa a Md aaa - agaa a 
TASTE A pa? aa alta aea A RAA (S. BSB. 2-4-20). 
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The sutra clarifies the doubt. The evolution of names 
(samjnakipti) and forms (martiklpti) is indeed the work of the 
Supreme Lord who is the creator of fire, water and earth; whence? 
because the Sruti says so. Commencing the mantra (Chand. Up. 
6-3-2) with ‘That Divinity (willed)’ and using the verb ‘let Me 
evolve (vydkaravani)’ in the first person, the Sruti attributes the 
evolution to that Supreme Lord only. The wording ‘by means of 
this living self (Ọřvena ātmanāy goes with ‘having entered 
(anupravisya)y on account of its nearness, not with ‘let Me evolve’'. 


In Vivartavdda, advocated by Sankaricarya, the concepts of 
Brahman, I§vara, Jagat and Jiva are as follows. 


(i) The ultimate reality, Brahman, is pure intelligence (i.e. 
consciousness), cinmdtra, devoid of all forms, devoid of 
qualities’. Apart from consciousness or Self, the world of 
objects is non-existent’. The world is a phenomenal appearance 
of Brahman‘. 


(ii) Brahman associated with the principle of Mayd or creative 
power, is /Svara, who is engaged in creating and maintaining 
the world’. Maya is not a real entity. It is only wrong knowledge 
avidyd, that makes the appearance®. Maya is the principle of 
cosmic illusion’. 


(iii) Jagat, the world (of names and forms) is like a dream or an 
illusory cognition. It exists, as it is perceived. It has no other 
independent existence except the fact of its perception. It has 


| Qi dag: qiigan ----- a ag AnA aa fa: afagueta: 
ga? Ted! “Aa Saar = sr ila ime is 
ARAALE IRA | ----- RT Iaa agaaa gA iaaa | Acid, 
a mar AA (S. BSB. 2-4-20). 

SRK. p. 31. 

SRK. p. 32. 

OIC. p. 339. 

SRK. p. 30. 

SRK. p. 34. 

OIC. p. 365. 
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Brahman for its basis. The concrete appearances are 
impositions on this unchanging reality’. 


(iv) The unmodified Brahman only appears as Jīva on account of 
Brahman’s contact with limiting adjuncts, buddhi etc.? And 
as long as the ātman is connected with buddhi, it has Jiva- 
hood and has mundane existence. In fact, apart from this 
combination of dtman and buddhi conceived of, there is no 
such entity as Jiva*. The Jiva should be understood as a mere 
reflection of the Supreme Being like the reflection of the sun 
in the water’. 


Thus, in the above doctrine Íšvara and Jiva are qualified 
entities and therefore they too come within the ambit of names 
and forms. Now, in the interpretation of the present sutra, if we 
take the words Jiva and /svara as referring to qualified entities 
having a name and a form, then they cannot be the author of their 
own names and forms; therefore, the evolution of their names and 
forms will have to be ascribed to a third entity, which could as 
well be the author of the other names and forms in the world; on 
the other hand, if the words Jiva and Iśvara are held as referring 
to pure consciousness (cinmatra) then by hypothesis they would 
be devoid of activities; so the Purvapaksa that Jivatman is the 
author of names and forms and the Siddhdnta that [Svara is the 
author, are both not tenable. Further, Jiva being a reflection of 
Brahman, the pure consciousness, in the limiting adjuncts (and 
apart from this there being no such entity as Jiva), entering of 
the body-mind-complex made of fire, water and earth, in the form 
of Jiva is also not tenable*. B. N. K. Sharma observes that, ‘‘it 


| SRK. n. 34. 
2 Waa aa aga aaa ada salts 1S. BSB. 2-3-18). 


3 mata a ad gega: ada seq (amen) Hhaed dented V1 da: 
ga ait am gaa RRAN ata: (S. BSB. 2-3-30). 
ara Wa yw fa: WAH Hees, HATTA: | (S. BSB. 2-3-50). 

5 Mayama qmen AeA dea caqmeqagraniand, Reaal 
ee ce wey saadcitardtea 3 waa ANA 

Waa T1 (TC. I. p. 159). 


18A 
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would be putting the cart before the horse to speak of cinmdtra 
entering Tejobanna in the guise of ‘Jivdtman’ (anena jivena 
atmand anupravisya) in order to develop name and form’”!. 


Ramanujacarya takes the same mantras, Chand. Up. 6-3-2 
and 3, as the Visayavakyas and interprets the sūtra. He considers 
the doubt whether the Hiranyagarbha (the four-faced Brahma) or 
the highest Self, having the Hiranyagarbha for its body, is the 
author of the world of names and forms. According to 
Ramanujacarya, *‘the sutra states that this activity belongs to the 
highest Self, having Hiranyagarbha for its body, and not to 
Hiranyagarbha only, for texts teach that names and forms were 
evolved by the same agent that produces the tripartite combination 
(of fire, water and earth)’’’. It is true that Jiva is a very general 
term and Hiranyagarbha is also held as a Jiva, but the interpretation 
of the term Jiva in the mantra specifically as Hiranyagarbha, 
appears farfetched. Hence, the interpretation is not found 
convincing. If the commentator wanted to refer to Hiranyagarbha, 
he could have chosen another suitable text, which made a mention 
of it. 


Madhvacarya refers to the apparent conflict of texts as follows. 
One text states that *‘virifica indeed evolves this world and appoints 
it in different ways; the four-faced Brahma (Hiranyagarbha) 
indeed is Viriñca; from him originate these name and form’’*. On 
the other hand, another text avers: *‘Then why is He called the 
Supreme? Verily from the Supreme Being these name and form 
issue forth; therefore they call Him the Supreme. Then why is He 
called Brahman? For, He is great and He is vast’’*. Thus there 


BNK. Il. p. 357. 
Śrībhāsya-SV. 2-4-17. 

Ruai: | (TC. 1. p. 160). 
RRA a xg ad aah Reale aan ara ARa erà Soa afa Naaf: | 
™. BSB.- SSR. 2-4-21). 
5 ‘ay pega WH A Waredd e A aema: TA A aa 
EETA wa ER deur aà anfiadeaufa: | (M. BSB. - SSR. 2-4-21). 
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is a doubt whether, the author of the world of names and forms 
is Virifica or the Supreme Being. The sétra resolves : 


Sareea: arene: sore ae: qe: Bracgda: g san iaai 
Pent pda: Fe: va a ARa; Ha:? Tea; “aair Sale 
ARa aria gear? afar yd: | 


The fashioning of the world of names and forms proceeds 
from the One who is the author of the tripartite mixture of 
the elements fire, water and earth, i.e. from Brahman only and 
not from the four-faced Brahma, on account of the scriptural 
teaching to that effect, as seen, for example, in the mantra 
‘sarvani riipani vicitya nadmani krtva’’'. 


Therefore, the statements in some scriptures, which refer to 
the Hiranyagarbha as the author of names and forms, are to be 
taken in a metaphorical sense i.e. they describe Hiranyagarbha 
as the intermediate author acting on the authority delegated to him 
by the Supreme Being. Madhvacarya quotes some verses from 
Padmapurana and Brahmandapurdna, which exactly corroborate 
this interpretation of the siitra. He further tells that the term 
‘trivrikurvat’ is a hetugarbha-visesana. 


13 AARU | 


This Adhikarana discusses the physical composition of the 
bodies of living beings. 


n go aie Ai ARA H I (2-4-22) 


Śańħkarācārya interprets the sētra as follows?. When earth 
subjected to the process of tripartition is assimilated by a person, 


oea eni ARa R anni pashaa a 1° (T. A. 3-12) IA ete | 
The Wise One (Supreme Being), having created all forms and names to denote 
them, remains expressing them (M. BSB. 2-4-21). 

Gee agaa: Aiea a e an È gR: 
vaanid da fiad aea a: RAA engeacg’s aA À aeeie 
ais freedeAa:”’ (Chand. Up. 6-5-1) FÀ | TAITA: ARTA: AE KA ANATA, 
- a AR ma stat ada 1 aè n arp aera: - fI (S. BSB. 2-4-21). 
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i.e. when a person eats food, from that are produced flesh etc. as 
told in the Sruti. That specific Sruti mantra (Chand. Up. 6-5-1) 
states that ‘‘food when eaten becomes divided into three parts; 
the grossest ingredient is excreta, the middling ingredient becomes 
flesh, and the subtlest ingredient becomes mind’’. Similarly, the 
effects of the other two elements, water and fire, are to be 
understood according to the scriptures. Water produces urine, 
blood and vital breath. Fire produces bone, marrow and speech. 


The Pirvapaksin contends that', if all the elements and their 
products are tripartite, i.e. they contain the three elements, then 
why do we have special names such as ‘this is earth’, ‘this is 
water’, ‘this is fire’ etc.? The answer is given by the next satra. 


SAINI ageda: | 


Vaisesyam means abundance or preponderance. Though 
everything is a product of the three elements subjected to 
tripartition, yet in some cases we find the predominance of some 
particular element. For example, in fire the fire-element is 
predominant, in water the water-eclement is abundant and in earth 
the food-element is preponderant. Therefore, though all the 
substances are tripartite, the gross elements and their products are 
distinguished as ‘this is Taijasa’, ‘this is Apya’ and ‘this is Parthiva’ 
on account of the preponderance of that particular element in the 
composition of the substance under consideration. There is nothing 
improper in that’. 


Vyasatirtha observes that, since al] the substances are the 
products of the three elements, through the process of tripartition, 
even without any sūtra, the items flesh etc. can be taken as 


1 ame aR adda agd ARA 1----- pa: afe aad Raaka: - 
zz dei: St ae: AAR ea? (S. BSB. 2-4-21). 

2 Rare ara S z Sees 
MEST TINA - 3A: IRA HOTA, ea: 
ama nah Raer liena KNARAS qaaa akti 
(S. BSB. 2-4-22). 
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products of the three elements after tripartition, and since the 
doubt as to how they can be classified as made of food, water 
or fire, is possible to be resolved on the basis of preponderance 
of the particular element (as stated by this sūtra), the earlier sūtra 
‘mamsddi bhaumam---’ becomes superfluous'. Therefore, this 
interpretation does not appear to be befitting. 


While interpreting the sātra ‘mamsddi bhaumam---’ 
Ramanujacarya also quotes the same mantra, Chand. Up. 6-5-1, 
which says that “‘food when eaten becomes divided into three 
parts’’ etc. He continues the discussion from the preceding sitra, 
whether the highest Self is the agent of evolution of names and 
forms and the tripartite creation, or the Hiranyagarbha is the 
agent. According to him the present sdtra says that ‘‘the tripartite 
process referred to in Chand. Up. 6-5-1 is only a description of 
the evolutionary process of food, drink etc. taken by beings and 
not the true tripartite process described in the earlier Chandogya 
text’’?. He concludes that ‘‘what the Chadndogya text ‘Let me-- 
--differentiate name and form---of these let me make each one 
threefold’ means is that the highest Self willed to evolve name 
and form, and for this purpose, He created as a first step the gross 
elements from the fine ones by the tripartite process, and then 
evolved name and form with these gross elements. So the highest 
Self alone, having Hiranyagarbha as its body, is the evolver of 
name and form’’?. The last sūtra is interpreted by Ramanujacarya 
in exactly the same way as done by Sankaracarya, as follows. 
‘‘Though each gross element is a compound of the three 
rudimentary elements, yet due to the preponderance of one of 
these three fine elements in the gross element, it is called after 
that element as earth, water or fire’’*. 


| ai: apaia, am a Aa paama nÀ 
CESR GEE GG] R meN maen eff aAa dada iais ka 
fersa] (TC. I. p. 160). 

2  Sribhisya- SV. 2-4-18. 
Śrībhāşya-SV. 2-4-18. 

4 Śrībhāşya-SV. 2-4-19. 
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It is already remarked in the preceding Adhikarana that *‘the 
interpretation of the term Jiva in the mantra specifically as 
Hiranyagarbha, appears farfetched. Hence, the interpretation is 
not found convincing’’. The same applies Here too’. 


Madhvacarya takes an all-together different view. He points 
out to the divergent and apparently conflicting texts regarding the 
composition of the physical bodies of living beings. The 
Kaundinyasruti? declares the body to be a product of water. 
‘From water indeed this is produced; water is truly flesh as well 
as bone, water is the body, water is verily all this (body)’’. But, 
the Brha. Up. 3-2-13 says that when a man dies his ‘“body merges 
with earth, the Ayman with the sky (Brahman)’”’. Similarly there 
is a text* which holds body as made up of Tejas. It says *‘The 
sacrificer becoming golden bodied through Agni, the nourisher of 
the gods, on account of the offerings made by him, ascends to 
the heavenly worlds’’*. Further, Chand. Up. 6-4-7 states®, ‘‘know 
from me how, on reaching man, each of these three deities becomes 
three-fold’’. Therefore, there arises a doubt whether the physical 
body under consideration is composed of water, or food (earth), 
or fire or all the three’. The sara clarifies : 


nieres deed aida Jeg Att Td, a TERR, Pig kaa: AAA: 
q are aaa an a yd ag ad a agu adr” 
af Aran R |? 


1 Ware ewan wre ga efter! (TC. 1. p. 160). 

2 anal iga ee ava ates sacar: antares was adr ef Aag: | 
(M. BSB, 2-4-22). 

3 AA miae ga a f: 1 (M. BSB. 2-4-22). 

4 WASA aft: AAA gea: amg fewaatk aed da fe 
(Aitareya Bradhmana 7-8) (TP. 2-4-22). 

5 BNK. II. p. 360. 

6 mRad daar: ged sree Agfeaqaaat vata aA fanida | (Chand. Up. 6-4-7). 

7 À 26 cas Awa: a: E a ofa ga Gael yeaa A aE: | 
(TP. 2-4-22). 

8 Taigheg-y 


9 VKM 2-4-22. 
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Flesh etc. i.e. the hard part of the body alone is to be taken 
as composed of earth and not the whole body; the effect of 
the other two i.c. water and fire is to be accepted as that which 
is according to the Sruti text such as ‘that which is hard is 
earth, that which is liquid is water, that which is warm is fire’. 


Therefore, the purport of the text Chand. Up. 6.4.7, that the 
body is composed of all the three elements is tenable. 


If this is so, then how do the texts like the Kaundinyasruti 
etc, say that flesh is exclusively composed of water etc.? The next 
sūtra answers. 


I go ARIA aAA: FN (2-4-23) 
R n AN RAGE Si z ACE z] 


On account of the preponderance of a particular element 
like earth etc. in a combination, that product (such as flesh,) 
is spoken of as exclusively composed of that particular element, 
earth etc. 


The last word in the sätra is said twice as ‘tadvadah tadvadah’ 
in accordance with the practice in Vedic literature, to indicate the 
end of the Adhydaya, and to emphasize and ratify all that has been 
said earlier. It is believed that such repetition at the end, renders 
the work fruitful and brings all the fruits promised by the 
Veddantasastra'. 


wae 


| apika MaA vadifa ate: 1 TP. 2-4-23. 


Chapter XII 
Conclusions and findings 


Brahmasitra or Vedantasittra of Badarayana Vyasa contains 
authoritative judgements on what exactly is the essence of Vedas. 
The work is intended to reconcile the conflicting thoughts and 
opinions about Vedic teachings. It is universally recognized as 
the manual of Veddnta. The world consists of three factors, Jiva, 
Jagat and I§vara. The first is self-evident and the second is 
perceptible. The problem is about comprehending the /svara, the 
Supreme Being, and His relation with the first two. The topic of 
this study viz. ‘Brahman, the Supreme Being, in Brahmasitras’ 
is covered by the first two Adhydyas. The study of the sätras in 
these two Adhyāyas, reveals as follows. 


Adhyaya I 
Pada 1 


In order to get rid of the worldly sufferings, and to accomplish 
eternal bliss, one should enquire into the nature of Brahman. 
Brahman is the author of this world. He creates, governs and 
destroys this world. He is knowable only through sastras 
(scriptures) and the purpose of sastras is only to expound Brahman. 
The sastras arc to be critically examined for knowing Brahman. 
Śāstras are full of words only and Brahman is not inexpressible 
in words. The Sruti statements which declare that Brahman is 
beyond words, only indicate’ that all the available words are 
insufficient to fully describe the extent of the limitless 
characteristics of Brahman. 


In the rest of the first Adhyaya, the Sūtrakära illustrates how 
all the words and phrases in scriptures convey Brahman and 
describe His nature and his in-numerable attributes. Brahman, the 
Supreme Being, is Annamaya (the source of sustenance), 
Prdnamaya (the source of energy), Manomaya (abundant spiritual 
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thought essence'), Vijfignamaya (knowledge personified) and 
Anandamaya (happiness personified). The names of deities like 
Indra, Varuna etc. primarily convey Him because He is the inner 
controller of and the power behind all these deities; but He is 
distinct from them. Similarly, the names of elements like Akasa, 
Vayu etc. convey Him because these elements owe their 
characteristics to Him. The names of bodily organs and functions 
convey Him since they owe their capabilities to Him. All the 
terms popularly denoting luminous objects like fire, sun etc. and 
even the words like GdyatrT which is ordinarily understood to 
denote a metre, connote Him, in their ultra-primary sense. The 
purpose of describing Brahman in three different forms viz. (i) 
the omnipresent, (11) the indwelling ruler and (iii) as a persona! 
God present outside, is to suit the devotees of different capabilities. 
The knowledgeable ones can meditate on all - pervasive Brahman, 
the Yogis can meditate on Brahman in their own self and the laity 
can meditate on Brahman in idols outside. 


Pada 2 


All the words and phrases expressing omnipresence, refer to 
Brahman. On account of His omnipresence, though the Supreme 
Being dwells in the heart-cavity of a body along with the Jiva, 
the Lord is not subject to the undesirable experience of pleasure 
and pain. The characteristic of devouring the entire moveable and 
immoveable world is attributable to Brahman only. The Lord co- 
existing with the Jiva in a body, does enjoy the fruits of good 
deeds performed by the Jiva and offered to Him, but He is not 
liable to the experience of undesirable and inauspicious fruits of 
actions, done by the Jiva. The indwelling ruler in the eye of a 
being, and that in the sun is that Brahman only. The indwelling 
controlling spirit in all the beings is the Brahman only. Brahman 
is invisible, incomprehensible (fully), unoriginated, indescribable 
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(fully), imperishable and has no physical organs. The same body 
of Vedic literature, Reveda and others, is looked upon as higher 
knowledge (para vidyd) if it is used in the quest of Brahman, and 
as lower knowledge (apard vidya) otherwise. The term Aksara 
primarily denotes Brahman, but the term is found used in scriptures 
to denote Prakrti as well. Therefore, it is to be understood with 
reference to context. The term Vaisvanara which commonly 
denotes fire and has the characteristics like "being the digester’, 
‘being the purifier’, ‘being the locus of oblations’, ‘indwellingness’ 
etc., primarily connotes Brahman because all these attributes are 
the characteristic marks of Brahman. 


If all the scriptural words commonly applied to other things, 
are to be understood as primarily conveying Brahman, then one 
may doubt whether al] these words would become synonyms and 
the ordinary linguistic communication would be impossible; 
further, whether in the context of Vedic rituals, /ndraséktra, 
Agnistkta, Varunastikta etc. would all be Brahmasitktas only. No 
such difficulty is expected because eventhough the scriptural 
words primarily convey Brahman, they do not lose their ability 
to convey their respective referents according to the common 
language and lexicon. The knowledgeable people, knowing well 
that all the scriptural words primarily denote Brahman only, 
choose the proper words for worldly communication according 
to the sense assigned to them by language and ignore the other 
words. The ignorant ones use the words in the sense ascribed to 
them by traditional practice. 


Pada 3 


The Supreme Being is the abode of the heaven, the earth and 
the rest. He is not only omnipresent but is abundance personified 
and has all transending glory. He pervades the space occupied by 
the earth, the heaven, between the two and beyond the two. He 
sustains the entire cosmos. He is eternally existent and He existed 
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before this creation. Such an all-pervasive and all-transcending 
Lord dwells in the heart-cavity of all beings and yet is free from 
sin, oldage, death, sorrow, hunger, thirst and so on. All the activities 
in the world are subject to the will and compliance of this Supreme 
Being. Knowing the Lord who is present in the middle of one’s 
own body, everyone can overcome fear in life. The Supreme 
Being, Who is all-knowing and Who dwells in the organs and the 
heart of every being, is the Self-effulgent leading light and 
accompanies the Jiva during both the states of waking and sleeping. 
The term Brahmana primarily connotes Brahman only, because 
that Person is described by the epithets like the lord of all, the 
controller of all, the ruler of all etc., which characteristics can be 
ascribed to Brahman only. 


Pada 4 


There are some words and phrases in scriptures, used solely 
to denote entities other than Brahman. It is difficult to interpret 
such words and to show them as conveying Brahman, by ordinary 
methods of interpretation. For example, the term ‘avyakta’ 
popularly denotes the unmanifest Prakrti. But Prakrti, though 
unmanifest, always exists (i.e. it exists even before creation), in 
some form with its three qualities sattva, rajas and tamas, 
controlled by the indwelling Brahman. Therefore, the term avyakta 
primarily refers to Brahman abiding in Prakrti and secondarily 
to Prakrti. Similarly, the terms like Jiva, Duhkhin, Buddha, Avara 
etc. primarily convey the Brahman abiding in them and having 
an overall control over the functioning of the properties denoted 
by these terms. An epithet can be applied to a person if he either 
possesses the properties denoted by the epithet or has an overall 
control over the functioning of those properties. For example, a 
king is said to have won the war evenif he has not actually fought 
in any battle. A doubt arises that in Bréhmana texts, which 
include names of sacrifices and their necessary accessories, if all 
the words are taken as connoting Brahman, the sentences would 
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carry no sense. The Sitrakdra clarifies that evenif all the words 
primarily connote Brahman it would not interfere with the 
understanding of these texts as per conventional etymology, 
grammar, usage etc. Further, eventhough the Supreme Being is 
one, He can be expressed by words in plural, because He can 
manifest in different forms. Similarly, though the Lord is the 
support (Gdhdara) for all, He can be expressed by words signifying 
things contained (adheya) in Brahman, because Brahman as the 
container is distinct from the forms of Brahman described as 
contained in the former. The maxim that the same thing cannot 
be both the container and the contained may be applicable to 
ordinary things, but Brahman is an exception and beyond common 
logic. 


In the cosmic evolution, il is told that Akasa originates from 
Brahman, Vayu from Akasa, Agni from Vayu and so on. It is also 
told that the terms Akasa, Vayu etc. all denote Brahman primarily. 
It amounts to saying that Brahman originates from Brahman, 
which is absurd. The Sūtrakāra explains that in the creation of 
Akasa, Vayu etc. in a succession, Paramdatman is the initial cause 
for the creation of Akasa, and after origniating Akasa He enters 
it as its indwelling controller and at every step from Akasa onwards, 
He enters the thing created as its indwelling controller, and becomes 
the intermediate and proximate cause for the next entity in the 
chain. So there should be no objection if Brahman is viewed both 
as the cause and the effect. Therefore, the terms like Akasa, Vayu 
can convey Brahman despite ‘their being in a cause and effect 
relationship. 


The words get their denotative power (abhidhasakti ) through 
usage (rādhi ) and etymology (yoga ). Scriptural words primarily 
denoting Brahman. when diverted for use in worldly transactions 
acquire the sanction of usage and etymology. But they are not 
homonyms. Two levels of primary denotation are understood. 
Words refer to worldly things in their primary sense (mukhyavriti ) 
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based on usage (rādhi ) and etymology (yoga ). The same words 
denote Brahman in their highest primary sense 
(paramamukhyavrtti ) based on mahdyogavrtti and vidvadridhi. 


The feminine words like Prakrti, Str7, Yoni etc. also connote 
Brahman only. Even the words like Stinya (void), asat (non- 
existent), abhdva (non-existence), tuccha (worthless) etc. which 
do not have a positive referent and have a sense of total negation, 
are applied to Brahman, not in the sense in which they are 
ordinarily understood, but in their esoteric etymological senses. 


Thus, Brahman can be known only through scriptures, by 
critically interpreting them and by knowing that all the words 
therein convey the innumerable attributes of Brahman only, in 
their highest primary sense. 


Adhydya Il 


In the preceding first Adhydya, the Siitrakdra has shown how 
the scriptures convey the Supreme Being and disclose Him as the 
author of creation, governance and destruction of the sentient and 
insentient world. In this second Adhydya. he confirms the 
conclusion reached in the first one, by refuting and clearing all 
possible objections and contradictions against his doctrine, from 
other orthodox or heretical doctrines as well as from some apparent 
conflicts in the Sruti texts themselves. 


Pada 1 


Smrti is a scriptural text composed by a historically known 
credible author. But some Smrtis accept Brahman as the author 
of this world while some others do not. Those Smprris, which do 
not accept the authorship of Brahman are to be rejected. The 
Srutis, and the Smrtis faithful to them, are to be held valid evenif 
certain benefits promised by them are not always realizable. 
Srutis cannot be held invalid on account of some apparent irrational 
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statements in them, Srutis are held eternal, superhuman and as 
having intrinsic validity. 


Non-existence (asat) cannot be the cause of the world. The 
Sruti statements telling that the world sprang from non-existence, 
only mean that the world has a beginning. Similarly, the other 
theories holding Jiva, Pradhana, Siinya, Kāla, Svabhdva etc. as 
the cause of creation, which are not countenanced by and are 
opposed to Vedas, stand refuted. Inferences would be acceptable 
only if they have supporting evidences of perception or dgama, 
but not universally. Evenif the Sruti talks of Jiva attaining 
Brahmanhood and becoming one with Brahman in the released 
state, it does not mean that there is no distinction between Jiva 
and Brahman because the oneness talked of is the oneness of co- 
existence, as seen in ordinary experience when water is mixed 
with water. Brahman is the one and the only independent cause 
of creation. There is no other independent accessory required by 
Brahman for creation. The Supreme Being sportingly creates the 
world using other accessories under His control. He can create 
a world out of nothing. B. N. K. Sharma remarks that “‘He could 
bring into existence a universe not unlike the one with which we 
are now familiar, without the aid of a pre-existent matter or souls. 
But the fact remains that He has not, in His infinite wisdom, 
chosen to do so. And our philosophy has necessarily to take note 
of this and respect it. Similarly, He does not choose to destroy 
the eternal existence of matter and souls and other entities, even 
though they are all dependent on Him’’’. Though Jivas have some 
freedom of action to complete the task undertaken, his agency 
(kartrtva) is dependent on and derived from Brahman, and therefore 
Jiva cannot be credited with the status of the independent creator 
of the world. According to Sruti, the Supreme Being can possess 
strange and mutually exclusive attributes and powers in all matters 
and at all times, which can defy common logic. The Supreme 
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Being creates the world without any motive of gaining anything 
for Himself. The creation is a sporting act (/ila@kaivalyam) of 
Brahman. It is not an act for the sake of pleasure but that, which 
flows from pleasure. The Lord cannot be blamed for the disparity 
and cruelty in the world. The Supreme Being favours everyone 
not equally but equitably. The inequalities in the world are due 
to the basic diversity of natures (svabhdva) and capabilities of 
Jivas. The beauty of nature (srsti ) lies in its diversity. Thus. there 
is nothing illogical in conceiving Brahman as the abode of all 
auspicious attributes like omniscience, omnipotence, bliss etc. 
and devoid of any blemishes like grief, enmity etc., since the same 
has been expressly stated and demonstrated in the Sruti. 


Pada 2 


The tenets about creation advanced by various rival doctrines 
and schools namely, the Nirifvarasankhya, SeSvarasdnkhya, 
Carvaka, Nydya-Vaisesika, various shades of Buddhism like 
Vaibhdastka, Sautrantika, Madhyamika and Yogacara, the Jainism, 
the Pasupata and Sakta schools are to be discarded. 


Pada 3 


Creation is of two types. Conventionally creation signifies the 
origination of a thing, which did not exist earlier (abhatvabhavana). 
A thing is what its characteristics are. Therefore, if an existing 
thing or person is empowered to have a new characteristic, then 
a thing or person of that new characteristic can be said to have 
been created (parddhinavisesapti ). The term Akasa conveys empty 
space (avydakrtakasa) and the element ether (bhatakdsa), which 
is an exceedingly fine matter filling the empty space. The term 
also stands for the controlling deities of these entities. All these 
four referents of the term Akdsa are created. The element ether 
is created in the sense of abhuitvabhavana, and the other three 
which are eternal by nature, are also considered as created in the 
sense of paraddhinaviSesapti. The characteristic of empty space is 
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its ability to accommodate corporeal things in it. The concept of 
empowering the empty space to hold things, is creating corporeal! 
things and thereby enabling empty space to hold them. Air is 
created in the sense of abhittvabhavana and its controlling deity 
Mukhyaprana, an eternal Jiva, is created in the sense of 
paradhinavisesapti. One should not doubt that Brahman also 
may have been created likewise. The Brahman is absolutely 
unoriginated. The Supreme Being is the primary cause of creation 
of fire (Agni), water (Ap) and earth (Prthivi ). He only is the 
destroyer of the created world. The order of dissolution of these 
created elements is in the reverse of the order of evolution. There 
is no exception to this general rule. But the Supreme Being 
Himself is not subject to retraction and extinction. 


Jiva, the knower in a body originates from the Supreme Being 
only. But Jiva is intrinsically eternal and it is considered as 
originated in the sense of parddhinavisesapti whenever he acquires 
a body. Jiva is of atomic size and abides in the heart of the body 
he occupies and functions throughout that body. Though Jiva is 
an indivisible unit of atomic size, in some rare cases of highly 
placed vogins, the Jiva can function through many bodies 
simultaneously as though Jiva splits into many parts. There are 
a number of scriptural texts, which declare that the Jivatman is 
different from the Paramatman. There are also a number of texts, 
which advocate that Jivatman is non-different from Paramatman. 
Therefore, the Indian philosophers have been debating 
inconclusively from antiquity, whether Jivatman is different or 
non-different from Paramatman. However, Badarayanavydsa gives 
his verdict here that the Jīvātman is ditferent from Paramdtman. 
He further explains that the texts, which appear to indicate the 
non-difference between the two, are to be understood as telling 
that Jiva has for his essence of being such attributes as intelligence 
and bliss, resembling those of Paramatman. Jiva with his essential 
discriminative attributes is eternal. Though intelligence and bliss 
are the intrinsic attributes of Jīva, they remain latent during the 
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state of samsdra and become manifest after liberation. Jiva has 
some freedom of action. But the accomplishment of the task that 
he undertakes depends on some factors beyond his control as 
well. Nevertheless, Jīva has a contribution in the accomplishment 
or otherwise of a task and he has to own up credit or discredit 
for that. Further, Jiva is an amiga of Brahman. Since Brahman is 
partless, Jiva cannot be a physical part of Brahman as the spark 
is of fire. Jiva is said to be an amsa of Brahman since Jiva, though 
being inferior to Brahman, has a few attributes resembling those 
of Brahman. Paramdtman’s incarations in the world are also 
called as His amas, but they differ from Jivas. An incarnation 
can exercise all the powers of Paramdtman. Just as the Jiva is 
called an amsa of Brahman on account of his having a few 
attributes resembling those of Brahman, Jiva is also understood 
as the Lord’s reflected image, pratibimba, for the same reason. 
Though Jivas are the amsas or the reflected images of the same 
Brahman, yet there is disparity in the world, and that is due to 
the beginningless basic discriminative attributes of Jivas. 


Pada 4 


The sense-organs, the mind and the speech of the body-mind 
complex of living beings, are originated from the Supreme Being. 
The cognitive sense-organs are minute in essence, but they are 
able to radiate and pervade beyond their position. The chief vital 
breath or force i.e. the Mukhyaprdna is also originated. This 
Mukhyaprana depends on the Paramdatman as the sense-organs 
do, but unlike the sense-organs, which are instruments of Jiva, 
functioning at the will and pleasure of Jiva, the Mukhyaprana is 
not an instrument of Jiva. Since the Mukhyaprdna is subservient 
to Paramatman and works independent of Jiva, the Mukhyaprana 
is credited with intermediate sovereignty. He has five forms with 
which he performs five functions in a living body viz. Prana, 
Apana, Vyāna, Udana and Samana. Mukhyaprana is of atomic 
size in the living bodies and he is pervasive in the form of Vayu 
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(air) outside the living bodies. The sense-organs are subservient 
to Paramdtman only, Who enables the Jivas to use them, but they 
are figuratively described as the instruments of Jiva on account 
of eternal association between the Jiva and the sense-organs. The 
twelve sense-organs which function at the will and pleasure of 
the Jiva, are only taken as the organs of the Jiva; but Mukhyaprana 
who functions independent of the Jiva, ts not considered as an 
organ of Jiva. 


The fashioning of the world of names and forms proceeds 
from Brahman only and not from the Brahma or Hiranyagarbha; 
the latter is only an intermediate author acting on the authority 
delegated to him by the Supreme Being. All the substances are 
the products of the three elements fire, water and earth, through 
the process of tripartite combination. Therefore, the physical bodies 
of living beings are composed of these three elements. Whatever 
is hard in the body is earth, that which is liquid is water and that 
which is warm is fire. When a product such as flesh is said to 
be composed of earth; it does not mean that it has no water or 
warmth but it only signifies the preponderance of that particular 
element earth in that product. 


Brahmasitras and Vivartavada 


The Vivartavada or Kevalddvaita doctrine advocated by 
Sarikaracarya holds Brahman as existing in two stages viz. nirguna 
(i.e. without qualifications) and saguna (i.e. with qualifications). 
The ‘ultimate reality is pure intelligence, cin-mdtra, devoid of 
all forms. Brahman is devoid of qualities’’'. ‘*Brahman, associated 
with the principle of maya or creative power, is /svara who is 
engaged in creating and maintaining the world’’’. But 
Brahmasitras do not appear to subscribe to this two-stage theory 
of Brahman. The Sitrakara defines Brahman as the creator, 
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sustainer and destroyer etc. of the world. The word māyā is no 
where seen used in these two Adhydayas. Then, throughout the first 
Adhyaya he illustrates how all the words in Vedas go to describe 
some of the innumerable auspicious attributes of Brahman. He 
holds only one Brahman and that too a qualified (saguna) Brahman. 
V. S. Ghate remarks: ‘‘The distinction between the higher and 
the lower Brahman not finding any support in the sifras, it 
naturally follows that the idea of mdyd in the sense in which 
Sankara understands it cannot have any place in the doctrine of 
the Sutrakara’’'. 


Another important tenet of Vivartavdda is the phenomenal 
appearance of the world. ‘‘The world is like a dream or an illusory 
cognition. It exists as it is perceived. It has Brahman for its basis. 
The concrete appearances are impositions on this unchanging 
reality’’*. But the Satrakara does not appear to hold this view. 
He defines Brahman as the creator of the world. Then in the 
second Adhydya (Pdda 3) he tells how Brahman creates the 
elements Akasa, Vayu etc. in a succession and during dissolution 
how He retracts the created elements in the reverse order. The 
concept of superimposition is nowhere seen in these sutras. Under 
these sitras, Sankardcarya discusses whether Akasa was created 
first or Tejas was created first. But if Akasa etc. are all superimposed 
on Brahman (as advocated by him) then the question of priority 
or order of creation becomes a non-issue. 


The most important tenet of Vivartavada is its concept about 
the nature of individual soul, Jiva. It holds that “‘the individual 
self is a phenomenon while the truth is Brahman’’*. Brahman 
only appears as Jiva on account of Brahman’s contact with the 
limiting adjuncts. And Jiva is all-pervasive. Jiva is inactive by 
nature but becomes active when it is connected with its adjuncts. 
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But the Säātrakāra appears to hold different views. He has 
established in the second Adhydya (Pdda 3) as follows. Jiva is 
intrinsically eternal and is considered as originated whenever he 
acquires a body. Jiva is of atomic size and abides in the heart of 
the body, he occupies, and functions throughout the body. Jiva 
has freedom of action to some extent. Jiva is different from 
Brahman. The words like aikya, abheda, advaita or any synonyms 
of them, are nowhere seen used, in the context of Jiva. 


Thus, I do not find any support for or reference to the 
Vivartavdda, in these sitras. S. N, Dasgupta observes that, 
"judging by the si#tras alone, it does not seem to me that the 
Brahma-sitra supports the philosophical doctrine of Sankara, and 
there are some sutras which Sankara himself interpreted in a 
dualistic manner’’!. V. S. Ghate concludes that ‘‘Sankara’s doctrine 
is out of count so far as the särras are concerned, whatever be 
its value as a philosophical system, and whatever be its merit as 
an attempt to draw a system from the Upanisads’**. Further, | find 
that Sankardcarya only has disagreed with many sétras. Vacaspati 
Miéra, Sankaracarya’s disciple, has defended him by saying that* 
‘‘the sutras have to be overruled and otherwise interpreted if they 
conflict with the Srutis’’. Many siitras are treated by Sankaracirya 
as the Parvapaksa-siitras without any indicatory words like cer 
or iti cet in them, and then refuted on the strength of a letter ‘ru’ 
or ‘ca’ in a subsequent si#tra. Commentators like George Thibaut, 
V. S. Ghate, S. Radhakrishnan and B. N. K. Sharma have all 
raised their eyebrows in, surprise and thereby euphemistically 
expressed their disapproval for such a treatment of sātras*. 


The Sidtrakdra has refuted the tenets of Sa@ikhya-darsana in 
as many as ten sãtras at the outset in the second Pada of the 
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second Adhyaya, along with the refutation of other rival schools. 
Yet Sankaracarya has interpreted a number of other sa@tras time 
and again as refuting the claim of Sa@rikhya-Pradhdna to be the 
author of the world thereby rendering the sétras redundant. V. 
S. Ghate appears to have been forced to remark that **‘Sankara’s 
interpretation unnecessarily brings in the Pradhdna’’'. 


Under some siitras Śaħkarācārya discusses the concepts of 
cause and effect, efficient cause and material cause etc., which 
form a part of Parindmavdda and have little relevance in 
Vivartavada. I find that wherever Sankaracarya has advocated the 
Kevalddvaita doctrine, it is based on Upanisads and not on 
Brahmasutras. This reveals that Badaradyana Vyasa and 
Sankaracarya evidently hold different views on the purport Vedas. 


R. D. Karmarkar remarks?: ‘‘Sankara firmly believes that the 
Brahma-siitras could not possibly be preaching a philosophy 
different from that in the Upanisads. The Brahmasitras therefore 
have got to be looked at, only in the light of the exposition in 
the Sruti. That is why Sankara in the case of about a dozen siitras, 
first gives what may appear to be a natural interpretation and then 
offers his supplementary remarks. This may appear to be audacious 
on the part of Sankara, but it was quite necessary---’’. This shows 
that Vivartavdda relies heavily on Upanisads. But S. 
Radhakrishnan’s observations about Upanisads in general, are 
quite revealing. He says: “It is not easy to decide what the 
Upanisads teach. Modern students of the Upanisads read them 
in the light of this or that preconceived theory. Men are so little 
accustomed to trust their own judgement that they take refuge in 
authority and tradition. Though these are safe enough guides for 
conduct and life, truth requires insight and judgement as well. A 
large mass of opinion inclines today to the view of Sankara, who 
in his commentaries on the Upanisads, the Bhagavadgitd and the 
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Vedantasitras, has elaborated a highly subtle system of non- 
dualistic metaphysics. Another is equally vehement that Sankara 
has not said the last word on the subject, and that a philosophy 
of love and devotion is the logical outcome of the teaching of the 
Upanisads. Different commentators starting with particular beliefs, 
force their views into the Upanisads and strain their language so 
as to make it consistent with their own special doctrines. When 
disputes arise, all schools turn to the Upanisads. Thanks to the 
obscurity as well as the richness, the mystic haze as well as the 
suggestive quality of the Upanisads, the interpreters have been 
able to use them in the interests of their own religion and 
philosophy. The Upanisads had no set theory of philosophy or 
dogmatic scheme of theology to propound. They hint at the truth 
in life, but not as yet in science or philosophy. So numerous are 
their suggestions of truth, so various are their guesses at God, that 
almost anybody may seek in them what he wants and find what 
he seeks, and every school of dogmatics may congratulate itself 
on finding its own doctrine in the sayings of the Upanisads. In 
the history of thought it has often happened that a philosophy has 
been victimized by a traditional interpretation that became 
established at an early date, and has thereafter prevented critics 
and commentators from placing it in its proper perspective’’'. His 
remarks about forcing the abstract monism on the Upanisads are 
worth noting. He says’: ‘There is hardly any suggestion in the 
Upanisads that the entire universe of change is a baseless fabric 
of fancy, a mere phenomenal show or a world of shadows. The 
artistic and poet souls of the Upanisads lived always in the world 
of nature and never cared to fly out of it. The Upanisads do not 
teach that life is a nightmare and the world is a barren nothing. 
Rather is it pulsating and throbbing with the rhythm of the world 
harmony. The world is God’s revelation of Himself. His joy 
assumes all these forms. But there is a popular view which identifies 
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the Upanisad doctrine with an abstract monism, which reduces 
the rich life of this world into an empty dream’’. However, the 
scope of this study is to know the purport of Vedas including 
Upanisads and other supplementary scriptures, regarding the 
concept of Brahman as expressed in the Brahma-sitras. 


Brahmasiitras and Visistadvaitavada 


The Visist@dvaita doctrine advocated by Ramanujacarya, tries 
to reconcile various statements in the Upanisads referring to unity 
and plurality between the Supreme Being and the sentient and 
insentient world. Ramanujacarya holds that the Supreme Being, 
Brahman or Visnu, possesses all the auspicious qualities and is 
free from all impurities; He is all-knowing, all-pervading, all- 
powerful, all-merciful, all-blissful and free from all limitations of 
time, space and causality. The doctrine holds that the individual 
soul, Jiva, is not mere consciousness but the knower, has the 
power to act and in its pristine purity it possesses some auspicious 
qualities resembling those of Brahman but to a limited extent. 
Jiva is atomic in size and has no power whatsoever on the 
movements of the world. Jivas are infinite in number. Jiva sufters 
on account of ignorance of Brahman. Right knowledge of Brahman 
results in devotion (bhakti) towards Brahman. Jiva can get salvation 
only through bhakti. Even in liberation, Jiva does not lose its 
individuality. 


Ramanujacarya further holds that the inanimate matter (acit) 
and the sentient individual souls (cit) are different from Brahman 
and they are considered as forming the body of Brahman. Brahman 
who controls this body, is considered as the soul of this body. 
The inanimate matter and individual souls are considered as 
attributes or qualities (visesana) of Brahman, and Brahman himself 
is taken as the qualified (visesya) entity. Rimanujacarya argues 
that a visesana has to be different from the visesya and at the same 
time the visesana cannot exist by itself separately. Thus, there is 
unity or inseparability (aprthak-siddhi ) between a substance and 
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its attributes, but there is no identity between them. The complex 
whole (visista) in which the Viśesya i.e. Brahman and the Visesanas 
viz. inanimate matter and the individual souls, are included is 
spoken of as a unity. This concept is the speciality of 
Ramanujacarya’s doctrine and the doctrine derives its name 
‘Visistadvaitavdda’ trom this concept. 


Ramanujacarya interprets the sūtras in the light of these tenets. 
But the concept of Brahman having the inanimate matter and 
sentient individual souls as His body, is nowhere indicated in the 
SUIrAas. 


Ramanujacarya also holds that an attribute is a part (amsa) 
of the qualified substance. Similarly he explains the unity or 
inseparability between Brahman and His attributes, matter and 
souls, as well as the difference between them. However, there is 
a danger in this hypothesis. The qualifier and the qualified are 
interchangeable, as for example (i) the blue flower or (ii) the 
blueness of the flower. Therefore, it may also mean that Brahman 
depends for His existence on matter and souls, and Brahman may 
be an amsa of Jiva or inanimate matter. It restricts the existence 
of Brahman to the realm of matter and souls. This position is not 
acceptable to Brahmasittras. The sitras hold that the Supreme 
Being is immanent in the world and that He transcends it as well. 
The sutras hold only Jiva as an anisa of Brahman, but not inanimate 
matter (as seen here). 


In his ontology, Ramanujacarya holds that Brahman is both 
the operative cause and the material cause of the world. Brahman 
has for its body the whole world of sentient and insentient things 
in both the modes, one evolved as names and forms and the other 
as unevolved. The manifest world is the effect and the unmanifest 
state is the cause. Thus, what changes from subtle to gross state 
is the insentient factor which has no separate existence apart from 
Brahman, and Brahmacaitanya does not transform itself into the 
world. Rāmānujācārya appears to admit here that Prakrti exists 
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eternally as a dependent material principle and that Prakrti is the 
material cause of the world, and pure Brahmacaiftanya is the 
operative cause. 


Ramanujacarya belongs to a tradition of devotion (bhakti- 
marega) towards a personal Supreme Being, Visnu. That tradition 
believes that the Supreme Being is different from and far superior 
to all the Jivas. According to Ramanujacarya, salvation is only 
through bhakti. Without bhakti, mere knowledge cannot lead us 
to moksa. One can develop bhakti by performing the prescribed 
duties and obtaining right knowledge of Brahman from the study 
of the sadstras and the Veddntasiitras. He has advocated a doctrine 
which tries to explain both the types of statements in the Upanisads, 
one declaring unity and the other asserting difference between the 
Supreme Being and the world of matter and souls. He has severely 
criticized the Kevalddvaita doctrine advocated by Sankaracarya 
in his commentary on the sitras, and yet has interpreted most of 
the s#tras more or less on the same lines, but in the light of his 
doctrine. However, I find that his attempt is unconvincing. 


Brahmasitras and the Dvaitavdda 


Madhvacarya’s interpretations of the Brahmasitras appear, 
by and large, more convincing. He seems to have come out of 
the influence of the older interpretations and has taken a fresh 
look at the sutras. What strikes in his interpretations is that he 
quotes appropriate extracts from a large range of Sruti, Smrti and 
Purdnas. At many places, the extract appears as though it is an 
interpretation of the sitra itself or the sūtra could have been 
composed on the basis of that particular text. The conclusions of 
stitras in Adhydya l and II given above, are according to 
Madhvacarya’s interpretations, as elucidated by Raghavendratirtha. 


A question that naturally arises here is, if this is so, how the 
modern intelligentsia has failed to take note of it. S. N. Dasgupta 
answers this question. He says: ‘‘Of the controversy between the 
monists of the Sankara school and the dualists of the Madhva 
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school, most people are ignorant of the Madhva side of the case, 
though there are many who may be familiar with the monistic 
point of view"*'. Even if some take note of it, they appear to have 
made a perfunctory reference to it. To add to this predicament, 
Madhvacarya’s Brahmasitrabhasya is difficult to understand 
without the elucidations by later pontiffs. 


George Thibaut also indicates the mental blocks in the modern 
intellectuals. He says: ‘‘The Sankara-bhasya further is the authority 
most generally deferred to in India as to the right understanding 
of the Vedānta-sūtras and ever since Sankara’s time the majority 
of the best thinkers of India have been men belonging to his 
school. --- But to the European- or generally, modern-translator 
of the Vedantastitras with Sankara’ s commentary another question 
will of course suggest itself at once, viz. whether or not Sanikara’$ 
explanations faithfully render the intended meaning of the author 
of the sdtras. To the Indian Pandit of Sankara’s school this 
question has become an indifferent one, or, to state the case more 
accurately. he objects to its being raised, as he looks on Sankara’ s 
authority as standing above doubt and dispute’’*. Thus, for many 
a modern intellectual, Sankarabhasya is the last word on the 
subject. 


Another unsubstantiated belief among the modern scholars is 
that Vedanta, in the sense of the essence of Vedas, is synonymous 
with the Upanisads. It is evident from such remarks: ‘*The 
Brahmasiitra is the exposition of the philosophy of the 
Upanisads’’*, **All schools of Vedanta claim to be based on 
Upanisads’’*, and ‘Sankara firmly believes that the Brahmasitras 
could not possibly be preaching a philosophy different from that 
in the Upanisads’’®. As a result, the scholars find fault with 


HIP. IV. p. viii. 

VST. p. xv. 

SRK. p. 21. 

OIP. p. 336. 

Sribhasya- RDK, p. xxxv. 
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Madhvācārya’s interpretations and remark that, for example, ‘the 
scriptural passages he (Madhvācārya) refers to for discussion 
more often belong to the Samhitās than to the Upanisads, a 
procedure, which can be easily explained by the fact that it is very 
difficult for him to find in the Upanisads a support for his own 
doctrine’’’. But the word ‘antah’ in the compound ‘Vedantah’ can 
mean both (1) the essence and (ii) the last portion. The Upanisads 
are known as Veddnta because they are appended to the Vedas 
at the end, just as the metaphysics of Aristotle owes its name to 
its being placed after physics?. Upanisads do contain some Vedic 
truths but Vedanta transcends Upanisads. S. Radhakrishnan’s 
observations on the Upanisads quoted above’, show the extent of 
obscunty in the Upanisads. Evidently, it is a misunderstanding 
to assume the Upanisads as THE VEDANTA. Madhvacarya 
appears to expect the scholars who discuss Vedanta, to know 
Vedas also, and Vedas include Samhitas. His commentary does 
not appear to be addressed to novices. 


Madhvacarya quotes extracts from Smrtis like the Epics and 
the Puranas also. Some modern scholars think that these are after 
all ‘cock and bull stories’, and therefore they doubt how far the 
extracts could be relied upon in a serious discussion on Vedanta. 
But one should know that the Upanisads consider these as the 
fifth Veda. Even in the so-called ‘cock and bull stories’, the story 
may be about a cock or a bull, but the moral behind the story is 
a serious truth. The legends in the Epics and Purdnas are meant 
to drive home the Vedic truths i.e. Vedanta to the masses, since 
the study of Vedas and Vedanta do not fall within their scope. 
Mahabharata considers the study of Epics and Purdnas as a 
necessary supplement to that of Vedas. It says: *‘One should 
amplify the Veda by Itihdsa and Purana; The Veda is afraid of 
one of little learning (fearing), “This one would be distorting 


1 VSG. p. 156. 
2 OIP. p. 51. 
3 See p. 565, 566, 567 ante. 
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39] 


me’’'!, So there is nothing wrong in referring to extracts from 
Epics and Purdnas. It is to be noted that the Bhagavadgita, so 
fondly treated as one of the pillars of Vedanta (Prasthanatrayi ) 
alongside the Upanisads and Brahmasiitras, is a legendary 
conversation from an Epic only. S. N. Dasgupta observes: *‘It is 
highly probable that at least one important school of ideas regarding 
the philosophy of the Upanisads and the Brahamsitra was 
preserved in the Purdnic tradition-----it may be believed that the 
views of the Vedanta, as found in the Puranas and the 
Bhagavadgitd, present, at least in a genera] manner, the oldest 
outlook of the philosophy of the Upanisads and the 
Brahamsiitras’’*. Madhvacarya deserves to be lauded for his ability 
to refer to such a wide range of scriptures. It is unfair if somebody 
finds fault with him on the same count. 


There is another difficulty with these references to a wide 
range of scriptures. It is difficult to trace all of them to the original 
source books, many of them being non-extant. Therefore, some 
of the modern scholars doubt the bonafides of these quotations. 
But the point to be noted is that the senior disciples of Madhvacarya 
like Padmanabhatirtha, Naraharitirtha, Trivikramapanditacarya, 
and Acyutapreksa (the former preceptor of Madhvacarya) etc. 
were all earlier erudite Advaitins who became his disciples only 
after protracted disputations. All of them cannot be expected to 
be so naive as to accept a new system or faith based on spurious 
texts. History records a disputation between Vidyaranya alias 
Madhavacarya and Aksobhyatirtha, a direct disciple of 
Madhvacarya, in which the former is said to have losť’. But 
Madhavacarya is not reported to have raised this question of 
spurious base of Madhviacarya’s doctrine. On the contrary, in his 


| Sfaeragemat dé aqugeda! aea and waiteafa n (Mbh. 1-1-273) 
(Sribhasya- RDK. p. 109). 

2 HIP. II, p. 496. 

3 HDSV I. p. 300. 
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SarvadarSanasamgraha, Madhavacarya gives an honourable place 
to this doctrine as Purnaprajfiadarsana. Therefore now, after 
seven centuries, it is unfair to doubt the bonafides of Madhvacarya’s 
quotations. Moreover, history records that his library of rare 
collections was ransacked by his doctrinal adversaries and some 
valuable books were robbed'. 


The doctrine advocated by Madhvacarya is generally dubbed 
as dvaita or dualism. It is not a correct description of the doctrine 
if that word conveys the recognition of two independent principles 
in the world. Along with the beginningless Brahman, the Supreme 
Being, Madhvacarya does accept the beginningless existence of 
Prakrti, innumerable Jivas, their intrinsic nature, their karmas, 
time etc.’. Sankardcarya also accepts the beginningless existence 
of Prakrti, Jivas, Karma etc. According to him, ‘‘at the end of 
each of the world periods called kalpas, the Lord retracts the 
whole world; the material world is merged in the non-distinct 
Prakrti while the individual souls free for the time from actual 
connection with their upadhis or adjuncts, lie in deep sleep, as 
it were. But as the consequences of their former deeds are not 
yet exhausted, they re-enter embodied existence when the Lord 
sends forth a new world’”?. But unlike the Sarikhya- Yoga, Nyaya- 
VaiSesika and Jaina doctrines, Madhvacarya’s doctrine does not 
accept their independent existence. They, the Prakrti, Jivas etc. 
all owe their existence to and are subservient to Him. The Supreme 
Being is capable of creating the world even without these*. But 
He has not chosen to do so. Thus, Madhvacarya holds the existence 
of only one independent principle and therefore this doctrine may 
be called as Monotheism. 


| GVN. p. 244. 

2 gai ad a aea canal a G a gea: ald a led gA n 
(Bhāg. 2-10-12) (M. BSB. 2-1-37) 
SRK. p. 36 

4 PHM. p. 28. 
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The Nature and Attributes of Brahman 
according to Brahmasitras 


Brahman, according to sitras, is that sentient principle which 
evolves, governs and withdraws the world. That Supreme Being, 
Paramatman, is comprehensible only through scriptures. He 
possesses innumerable auspicious attributes. All the words in 
scriptures try to convey His glory. Words fall short to describe 
His majesty. Therefore, He is said to be beyond words. He is the 
source of sustenance for all. He is bliss personified. The insentient 
material elements and objects owe their properties to Him and the 
bodily organs and functions of sentient beings owe their capabilities 
to Him. He is the inner controller of all and dwells in the heart- 
cavity of all beings and co-exists with Jivas. He enjoys the good 
deeds performed by the Jivas, but is not subject to the undesirable 
experience of pleasure and pain. He is immanent in the world, 
but is invisible, incomprehensible (fully), unoriginated, 
indescribable (fully), imperishable and has no physical organs. He 
pervades the earth, the heaven and the rest, between them and 
beyond them. He is the abode, the support of them and sustains 
the entire cosmos. He is abundance personified and has all 
transcending glory. He exists eternally. Though this all- 
transcending Lord dwells in the heart of all beings, He is free from 
sin, oldage, death, sorrow, hunger, thirst and so on. All the activities 
in the world are subject to the will and compliance of this Supreme 
Being. He evolves the entities in the cosmos in a succession. He 
creates a thing and enters it as its indwelling controller, and 
becomes the cause for the creation of the next entity in the chain. 
Thus, He is the direct cause of creation of everything in the world. 


The Lord needs no other independent accessories to evolve 
the world. He can create a world out of nothing. He has strange 
and mutually exclusive attributes and powers in all matters and 
at al] times, which can defy common logic. He sportingly creates 
the world using some accessories under His control. He has no 
motive of gaining anything from this creation. Creation is not an 
act for the sake of pleasure, but that which flows from His 
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pleasure. He evolves the elements Akasa, Vāyu etc. and their 
controlling deities. He evolves the elements in an order. Akasa, 
Vayu and so on, and dissolves them in the reverse of that order. 
Along with the empty space, time and Prakrti, an innumerable 
number of Jivas having atomic size, eternally exist, with their 
intrinsic nature, capabilities and Karma. Jivas are said to be 
created by the Supreme Being, when they get their physical 
bodies. Jivas are different from Paramdtman. But in their pristine 
form, Jivas have such attributes as intelligence and bliss, resembling 
those of Paramdaiman. These intrinsic attributes, intelligence and 
bliss, remain latent during the state of samsdadra and become 
manifest after liberation. Even after liberation, Jivas retain their 
individual identity, and enjoy their pristine bliss. Though all the 
activities in the world are subject to the will and compliance of 
the Supreme Being, He allows some freedom of action to Jivas. 
They perform the allotted deeds within the available means and 
earn credit or discredit according to their contributions. In the 
world, the Lord favours all, not equally but equitably according 
to their merits and demerits. Therefore, the Supreme Being cannot 
be blamed for the disparity in the world. 


Thus the Supreme Being, conceivable by human beings, 
possesses abundance of innumerable auspicious qualities 
(sarvagunapiirnatva) and is free from all limitations and blemishes 
(nirdosatva)'. He pervades and transcends without limit the time, 
space and attributes’. No one else in the world can claim such 
attributes. 


That Brahman is Visnu only 


Such an all-pervasive, all-knowing and all-powerful Brahman, 
described above is traditionally worshipped and propitiated as 
Visnu or Narayana. Ramanujacarya and Madhvacarya agree on 
this point. Yaska holds that the term Visnu is derived from the root 
‘vis’ (to pervade), or ‘vis ’ (to enter, to indwell) or *vyas ’ (vi + as) 


| wdisataqoiad feld arada R aR amt --- 1 (AV. 3-2-18) (PHM. p. 329). 
2 dala: maada raa Bran afa: at aae ea ---- | (GT. 2-17) (PHM. p. 329). 
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(to occupy)’. So, the word Visnu means the one who is all pervasive 
and therefore it signifies Brahman only. All branches of Sdstra 
viz. Sruti, Smrti, Itihdsa and Purana corroborate this concept. For 
example, Rgveda Samhita avers that ‘‘the highest is Visnu’s 
abode; it is perceived by the liberated souls’’?. Aitareya Brahmana 
tells that *‘among gods Agni is the lowest and Visnu is the highest; 
in between come all other gods". Kathopanisad states that ‘‘he 
altains the end of the road i.e. the very supreme goal; and that 
is the highest place of Visnu’’*. In Bhagavadgitd, Lord Krsna, an 
incarnation of Visnu, declares, ‘ʻO Arjuna, there is nothing 
whatsoever beyond me’’’. In the well-known Purusasitkta, which 
asserts that ‘“The Supreme Being (Purusa) who has thousands of 
heads, eyes and legs, pervades the world from all sides and 
transcends it by a measure of ten fingers’’*, the term Purusa 
undoubtedly stands for Brahman. The same word Purusa is 
mentioned twice (14" & 406") in the Visnusahasranamastotra’. 
Moreover, all Vedic rituals and all Vedic religious functions start 
with the chanting of the twenty-four names of Visnu only. Verses 
in praise of Visnu’s supremacy appear in plenty, not only in 
Bhagavatapurdana and Visnupurdna but in many other Purdnas as 
well. Harivanifa sums up and says: ‘‘In the Vedas, the Ramayana, 
the Mahabharata and the Puranas, Visnu’s glories are sung, at the 
beginning, at the end and in the middle’’*. Madhvacarya observes 
that the term Brahman signifies Visnu only’. 
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x: About the Book G 


Brahmasutras are the central text of Vedanta Philosopy. The 
Sutras are arranged in four chapters. The first one is called Saman- 
vayadhyaya in which Shastrasamanvaya in Brahman is achieved. In 
the second chapter known as Avirodhadhyaya, the views of other 
schools of Philosophy, Sankhya, Vaisheshika, Jaina, Bauddha, ete. 
are rejected. In the third chapter known as Sadhanadhyaya, Vairagya, 
Bhakti, and Upasana are explained, In the fourth chapter known as 
Phaladhyaya, Utkranti, Marga and Bhoga are explained. 


The Sutras are very brief, Hence it is difficult to comprehend the 
import of the Sutras. The three Bhashyakaras, Shankara, Ramanuja 
and Madhva have explained the import of Sutras in favour of their re- 
spective doctrines. In this book, Shri Raghavendra Katti has made an 
objective study of the Sutras in Chapters 1 and II, following the plan 
of Sri Madhvacaharya. He gives the details of the plan of samanvaya 
in the first chapter and the refutation of the doctrines of the other 
schools in the second, 


Shri Raghavendra Katti summarizing these topics presents his 
conclusion, He has made use of Panini Sutras and Jaimini Sutras to 
fix the import of Brahmasutras. In the introduction, he has pointed 
out that Dr. V.S. Ghate’s analysis of Brahmasutras is quite inadequate 
as he disposes off five Bhashyakaras” views in two or three sentences 
on each Sutra. 


The present author presents a detailed study of each Sutra. This 
enables research scholars and students to comprehend the import of 
Sutras accurately. 


| hereby record my appreciation of his scholarly work which is 
very useful for research students and scholars. 
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